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Systematisation of International Quality and Accreditation  
of 
Higher Education in the World 
Abstract 
This PhD thesis is structured in two phases. The first phase looks to an enhancement of the 
current operations in the development of quality through creating a systematisation of quality 
of higher education in the world. The second phase theorises this systematisation using 
systems analysis and design methodology based on seven levels of analysis: individual; 
programme; department/faculty; institutional; national; regional; and the world level. This 
analytical approach generates theories about systems and applications.  
 
The investigation reaches the conclusion that establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality would constitute a final stage in the systematisation process of 
international quality and accreditation of higher education in the world. However, the 
proposed organisation would not be a substitute organisation for national and/or regional 
agencies and networks of quality but would complement them by creating systematic 
understanding of quality in the world.  The thesis offers a practical contribution to the 
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1.1 Introduction of Doctorate 
 
In a highly changing world, it is no longer calibres of individual performance that benchmark 
nations’ rankings and weights. The lack of preparing generations and providing them with 
the most up to date required knowledge and skills has negative impacts on nations generally 
and on developing nations particularly. In this context, guiding and assisting nations on how 
they can provide a highly international quality higher education, available for all on the basis 
of merit without discrimination, is necessity if nations generally and developing nations 
particularly wish knowledge creation and innovation across sectors.  To meet these local and 
global needs, this Doctorate creates new intellectual contribution represented in a new 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality by creating and operating a new regime that can 
systematise quality, located, perhaps, in a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality, with a view to locate this new organisation within the United Nations (UN).  
 
1.2 Rationale of Doctorate  
 
The rationale stimulating this Doctorate comes in a time that it is no longer geographical 
factors which govern and lead the monopoly of knowledge, but quality. Reports (UNESCO, 
2009) point out that Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Higher Education (QAAHE) 
assists in eradicating this geographical monopoly that, up to the present has maintained gaps 
between Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in developed and developing countries and 
across the world. My ‘systematic’ understanding of quality enables nations’ gifted 
individuals to interact with, and contribute to, national knowledge creation without necessity 
of migration.  
 
Studies (Goldberg and Shmilovici, 2005 and Harvey and Stensaker, 2008) indicate that 
throughout the last decades, many nations have established agencies for quality. These 
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agencies are often funded by, but independent of, public governments. Some of them follow 
the American model of accreditation, while others offer different types of quality assurance. 
Discussions are currently being conducted across the world about mutual recognition, 
perhaps indicating the need for new global creation represented in my ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality that links ‘lower’ order levels into ‘higher’ order level. Rhoades and 
Sporn (2002) argue that agencies of quality are dedicated structures for quality assurance and 
improvement within HEIs.  
 
The current picture of quality worldwide has national and regional levels. These levels are 
represented in the national agencies and regional networks of quality. Countries and regions 
across the world started recently to issue memoranda of understanding and mutual 
recognitions aimed at mutual recognition of qualifications of HEIs. These agreements occur 
only between countries of similar level of quality. The vast majority of these agreements are 
between developed countries of high level of quality. However, I argue that the level of 
quality of higher education in developing countries does not qualify them to conduct 
agreements of mutual recognition with the developed countries, due to the gap between the 
two levels of quality. Not only these agreements and understandings are exclusively 
shortened on the developed countries and margin developing countries but also they are 
exhausting logistically. The interested country in such agreements and understandings has to 
issue different agreements each time with the partner country in each agreement. This means 
that for recognising qualifications of certain higher education in certain country worldwide, 
this country has to sign agreements with all countries of the world.  
 
The existence of national and regional levels of quality and absence of the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality is the problem which raised questions of this Doctorate. Not only 
the absence of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality but also the negative aspects represented 
in randomness resulting from this absence are also factors to conduct this investigation. The 
current picture of quality across the globe lacks systematisation. There is no ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality that can manipulate and operate quality of the world. This is a global 
problem. The problem is not only the absence of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality but 
also the negative effects resulting from this absence particularly on developing countries. If 
this problem continues to exist, the gap between the quality of higher education in developed 
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and developing countries will continue to exist too. Moreover, conducting this investigation 
on ‘systematic’ understanding of quality could generate conclusions whether the picture of 
quality worldwide needs systematisation to be completed or that this current picture is already 
completed. I argue that creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality that links ‘lower’ order 
levels into ‘higher’ order level can facilitate life across the globe. That is why this Doctorate 
is undertaken. 
 
Since many calls by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO), Organisation of Economic and Cooperation Development (OECD), The World 
Bank, International Association of Universities (IAU) (see the related documentations in 
references), and others (Tiat, 1997; Damme, 2002; Lenn, 2004; Knight, 2005; Naidoo, 2005; 
Baird, 2006; and Woodhall, 2007) point out the challenges quality faces currently across 
national and regional boundaries initiating the need for Systematisation of Quality, this 
Doctorate is undertaken to conduct rigorous analysis directed to framing a way of assessing 
the need for this initiative in order to move towards new era of international development in 
which a new United Nation Organisation for Systematisation of Quality would play a role 
within the structure of the United Nations for systematising quality across the globe.  
 
I want to stress that a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is not to be 
substitutive structure of national and/or regional quality but it works in addition to them by 
linking them in a higher order system. This means that the world has national, regional and 
the new ‘higher’ level system of Quality. An example explaining this is that certain national 
higher education institution can obtain the national accreditation from its national agency for 
quality. But if a higher education institution desires to obtain the international accreditation, 
it is through The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality.  
 
To achieve this rationale, I conducted qualitative research concerned primarily with 
processes and uncovering the meanings of how people see the world. It is analytical research 
based on documents and fieldwork, and builds abstractions, theories and generalisations from 
data and details. The research draws upon different references to view and analyse policies 
being studied and reasoning why the current global context of quality is not harmonised 
(linked in a coherent and ordered ‘system’). The research fulfils the building of quality 
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worldwide by creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This achievement can 
overcome the negative aspects resulting from the current global case of randomness of quality 
and the absence of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality particularly on developing 
countries. 
 
1.3 Research Questions 
 
The Doctorate addresses the question of whether there is a need for ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. My ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is about the logical 
connection of all sub-systems of quality in the world into an overall umbrella systematisation. 
If the research first phase of systems analysis proved that there is a need for ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality, the research question interrogates further on how a theorisation for 
establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality to manage and 
govern quality across the globe can be articulated, with a view to envision the future of 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This question was divided into specific questions on 
current operations of the development of quality across national, regional and international 
levels, with a focus on whether the UN and UNESCO can assist in creating ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. An accurate explication of the research questions is located in 
section 3.2.3 in chapter three. To answer the research questions I investigated the national, 
regional and international perspectives on quality across seven levels of analysis covering 
documents, experts, researchers, text writers and implementations through written materials 
and interviews to be able to create ‘systematic’ understanding of quality and articulating the 
theorisation for establishing a United Nation Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
within the structure of the UN. 
 
1.4 Doctorate Aims and Objectives  
 
To answer the research questions, I developed certain aims and objectives. The research has 
main aim represented in creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This is what I call 
my ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. ‘Quality’ in my understanding emerges from 
systematising all sub-systems of quality in the world in an overall systematisation. This 
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understanding of quality is the research aim to assess the need for creating ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. If the research first phase of systems analysis proved that there is a 
need for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality, the research aim targets further to articulate 
a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality, 
with a view to envision the future of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality.  This main aim is 
divided into research objectives. An accurate explication of these objectives is located in 
section 3.2.4 in chapter three.  
 
1.5 Doctorate Approach to Quality 
 
The Doctorate approach to quality is systematisation. This approach is based on the 
systematisation vision which organises and systematises quality in the world. This vision 
defines that quality is an overall systematisation combining a set of sub-systematisations for 
accrediting quality of higher education institutions. My approach differs from other 
definitions of quality mentioned in section 5.2 of chapter five. This is because I found that 
the systematisation vision is organised, harmonised and systematised (see section 11.2 of 
chapter eleven and section 12.2 of chapter twelve). My vision of systematisation is 
distinguished from other approaches to quality discussed in section 5.3 and in section 5.5 of 
chapter five.  I mean here that my ‘systematic’ vision of quality is different from other 
approaches to quality which do not consider systematisation. The ‘systematic’ basis of my 
approach to quality creates new theoretical generalisations and new applications regarding 
international quality (see section 3.2.10 of chapter three).  
 
1.6 Doctorate Approach to Literature Review 
 
The way of reviewing the literature depends on the nature of the research questions, research 
context, and research structure and research timeframe. I have reviewed the literature on 
quality across national, regional and international boundaries. This was through reviewing 
naturally occurring data in: key policy documents from national, regional and international 
agencies of quality; key policy documents from the IAU, OECD, the World Bank, the 
International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE), 
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the UN and UNESCO; national, regional and international reports on quality from 
governmental and non-governmental organizations; the broader academic literature; and 
institutional and national reports, books and bulletins. The main languages of the materials I 
reviewed are English and Arabic.  
 
I have reviewed large amount of documentary data that produced rigorous interpretation and 
construction of the international picture of current patterns in the development of quality 
worldwide. I have analysed this development using the documentary systems analysis and 
design methodology based on seven levels of analysis indicated generally from section 2.2 
to 2.8 in chapter two, and manipulated explicitly in chapters six and seven. I have chosen 
between policy documents, governmental and non-governmental documents, reports and 
broader academic literature. The criterion for selection is which type of data will best 
illuminate the research topic, drawing on practical considerations and the ontological and 
epistemological positions for the orientation of the research. I depended mainly on these 
documents due to the nature of the research questions, aims and objectives, as I had to analyse 
data/information covering seven levels of development on quality. This way of review was 
directed to explore valid interpretations of the research themes in depth and detail. This is 
because the research subject matter, as I have to understand settings and issues of national, 
regional and international nature in parallel with the related case studies settings, motivations, 
decisions, impacts and outcomes; and the theories, policies, practices, structures and systems 
addressed in the research. Although the research systems and settings are geographically 
dispersed and highly diverse, the process of reviewing the literature was entirely interesting 
and new in the field.  
 
I am aware and recognise that not all needed material may be made available. Although this 
way of analysing the literature was time consuming, its advantages are represented in 
providing a good source of background information and identify issues not noted by other 
means. The way undertaken of analysis is helpful in clarifying the research context of breadth 
and depth global scale. Data generated from available documents have been reviewed and 
analysed from seven level of analysis perspective. I followed this model of the seven level 
analysis in the research investigation generally (from section 2.2 to section 2.8 of chapter 
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two), and in conducting the research two case studies in the United Kingdom and Egypt 
particularly (chapters six and seven). 
 
As complementary method to assert the knowledge occurred in the literature, I reviewed the 
generated data resulting from case study approach which has been used for understanding in 
detail and depth the context of quality in the United Kingdom and Egypt. I have analysed the 
generated data from the interviews in these two contexts in further details across seven levels 
of analysis from the individual level to the world level. 
 
1.7 Doctorate Approach to Methodology 
 
The main intellectual frame underpinning the methodological stance of this research is a 
documentary systems analysis and design methodology (see figure 9 in chapter four), which 
sets out to take an epistemology from the natural sciences (most notably engineering, 
computer, and IT sciences) and to apply this to the social sciences (the need for 
Systematisation of Quality). The structure of analysis utilizes wide range of complementary 
levels of analysis directed to investigating current operations in the development of quality 
across national, regional and international boundaries.  Most systematically and as a result of 
systems analysis and design methodology (illustrated in detail through the research case 
studies in the UK and Egypt and generally across the research), this research assesses the 
nature and evidence of how quality currently operates in different contexts, with a view to 
articulate theorisation for proposing new systems design and its realisation through an 
international organisation such as a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality. 
 
The research methodology consists of two phases: phase one is systems analysis (chapters 2 
- 12) and phase two is systems design (chapters 13 - 14). The research first phase of systems 
analysis utilises wide range of complementary perspectives on quality designed to investigate 
current operations in the development of quality across national, regional and international 
levels in general, and current operations in the development of quality in the UK and Egypt 
in particular.  The research used the documentary systems analysis in conducting this 
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investigation generally, and used case studies in investigating current operation in the 
development of quality in the UK and Egypt for more depth and detail. The research second 
phase used systems design to create ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This creation 
proposes refinements to the current quality identified in phase one of the research.   
 
It is important to indicate why the research has been undertaken this way and why its structure 
has been formed this way. I used systems analysis and design methodology and not any other 
methodology because I am investigating systems and assessing the need to propose creating 
new system for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Every methodology can succeed if 
there is conformity between its nature and the nature of research. But systems analysis and 
design methodology can succeed with all types of research. This is because if we look at 
everything in the world, we will find it a system. It should be taken into consideration that 
system is not a machine, although every machine contains a system but not every system is 
necessarily machine. A real example of this is that every one of us is an overall system 
combining a set of subsystems. We all have nervous system and digestive system within the 
body of every one of us. This argument is analysed explicitly in section 4.3 in chapter four. 
 
Systems analysis and design methodology is new to be implemented in educational research 
generally and in the field of Quality particularly. I imported and brought this methodology 
from sciences of engineering, computer and IT and applied it in social sciences (the case of 
the present research). However, there is a difference between using this methodology in 
educational research and using it in technical and scientific sciences. Social sciences are more 
complex than technical sciences because of the interference between the different elements 
and the difficulty of controlling the social circumstances. Simply because the two disciplines 
are different, so the application of this methodology in these two different disciplines is not 
the same. All elements in technical and natural sciences can be controlled, but it is difficult 
to have the same control in social sciences. 
 




Methodologically, this research assesses the need for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality 
through analysing current operations in the development of quality across national, regional 
and international boundaries via seven levels of analysis. These levels are: the individual 
level; the programme level; the department/faculty level; the institutional level; the national 
level; the regional level; and the world level. This way of analysis has been operated with the 
research theoretical framework and with the research fieldwork for drawing conclusions and 
generalisations on the need for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Levels of analysis in 
this research are based on the findings of the research data from documents, reports, surveys, 
academic literature and qualitative interviews with 8 key experts from the UK and Egypt in 
addition to a face to face open survey questionnaire with 51 key experts from Egypt. In 
particular, data derived from the interviews constitutes important source for forming these 
conclusions. The points made by interviewees in the two country case studies are posited 
here as generalizable at the global level, as suggestion corroborated by conformance between 
the findings of documentary analysis and the points clarified by the research participants. 
The case study approach used in the fieldwork of this research is inspired by the methods of 
qualitative studies (Stake, 1995; Pring, 2000; Silverman, 2000; Gubrium and Holstein, 2001; 
Silverman, 2001; Trochim, 2001; Rubin and Rubin, 2005; Schostak, 2006; and Flick, 2006). 
The data which points to the generalizability of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality at the 
global level is now presented as structured around two themes: as arising empirically from 
the research two country case studies and as arising theoretically from the research 
intellectual modelling of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in terms of seven levels (see 
figure 9 in chapter four). 
 
I want to indicate that the research case studies in the UK and Egypt are not dedicated 
specifically to compare each other as this research is not dedicated specifically for a 
comparative perspective. The reason why the research has (as part of its design) case studies 
in the UK and Egypt is to investigate and assess their need for ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality. They have been selected as the UK is developed country and Egypt is developing 
country. I am studying the two cases to investigate their need and feasibility to accept 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality. The investigation of the research two case studies 
gives further breadth and depth to the documentary systems analysis of this research. It also 




The way of analysis followed in this research is not existed in the literature. It looks into 
quality from every perspective starting from the smallest and deepest level of analysis in the 
world (the individual level) and ending with the largest analysis in the world (the world 
level). Also the research subject, its nature and divisions and how the research envisions the 
future of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in chapter fourteen (of systems design) is 
entirely new. This way of analysis in this research does look to the whole first, then to the 
part and return back to the whole for forming new systems, theoretical generalisations and 
applications. 
 
1.9 Doctorate Contributions to Knowledge 
 
The claim of the contributions to knowledge in this research is intellectual, methodological 
and substantial. Regarding the research intellectual contribution, creating ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality in the field is new creation for which the need has been confirmed. 
Bringing this into existence can overcome the negative effects resulting from this absence 
particularly on developing countries. Regarding the research substantial contributions, the 
way this research has been undertaken and its structure is new in the field. The structure of 
the research and the way of analysing data is new. The research analysed current operations 
in the development of quality from seven levels of analysis, which is entirely new in the field 
of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Regarding the research methodological 
contributions, this is the first study to implement systems analysis and design methodology 
in educational research generally and in the field of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality 
particularly. The process of the research data collection and data analysis generated three 
types of representativeness and generalizability: representational; referential and theoretical. 
This classification of representativeness and generalizability is new to be confirmed in the 
field. This design and its model of analysis are new in the field adding new methodological 
applications and knowledge to educational research. I have imported the research 
methodology from engineering, computer and IT sciences, which is now to be operated in 
the field of Education. This importation has been theorised for the first time in this research 
because it is not in the existing literature. An accurate explanation of this is located from 
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section 4.2 to section 4.9 of chapter four. The research methodological contributions 
continue. The research used seven analytical typologies for the first time not only in the field 
but also across the broader literature. The first typology is the fact of the research three-fold 
typology of national, regional and international boundaries. The second typology is the fact 
of the research seven-level analysis typology. The third typology is the fact of the research 
data analysis seven-theme typology. The fourth typology is the fact of the research two-fold 
data typology. The fifth typology is the fact of the research two case studies typology of two 
contrasting contexts. The sixth typology is represented in the research generalizability of the 
three-fold typology of representational, referential and theoretical generalisation. And finally 
the seventh typology is represented in the research encyclopaedia two-fold typology of both 
breadth and depth global scale, combining between the smallest level of analysis in the world 
(the individual level) and the largest level of analysis in the world (the world level). An 




My Doctorate is original. I have executed this particular type of research with a careful 
consideration to the research authenticity. The originality of data is accurate and coherent. 
The way the data has been structured and analysed is entirely original. The manipulation of 
data in this research does not exist in the literature. The idea of the research and the 
articulation of the research theorisation for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality via creating 
The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality are completely original. I 
gave further attention to the research credibility, where all the data and information occurred 
in this research are accurate. Also the research representativeness is unique and of wider 
impact upon the research context, similar contexts and the notion of quality across the globe. 
The type and kind of data enables the research to have representational generalisation, 
referential generalisation and theoretical generalisation. Furthermore the meaning of the 
writings in this research is clear and does not bear more than one meaning. This because the 




Finally the impact of the research literature review has had positive reflections upon me. It 
directed me to envision new ways of structure and content in building this research. I think 
that I have done something different, unique, valid and reliable. After conducting this 
research, quality worldwide entered new era of international development. This can lead to 
create new ideas, visions, theories and systems. The global picture of quality has now been 
completed and can be seen, evaluated and developed. This research put the final stone in the 
worldwide building of quality by adding a missing international level and articulating 
theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
However, I want to make clear that the research envisioned, assessed and theorised, and that 
the actual construction and establishment of a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality is the responsibility of the United Nations. 
 
1.11 Outline of Doctorate  
 
The structure of the thesis is fairly clear. It consists of fifteen chapters. The first chapter is 
the research introduction. It contains an important set of statements about the research 
rationale, levels of analysis, methodology, questions, aims and objectives, literature review, 
contributions to knowledge and other research considerations. Chapter two is Literature 
Review. Systematisation of the second chapter reviews the literature on quality and 
accreditation of higher education across seven levels of analysis starts from the smallest level 
of analysis in the world and ends with the biggest level of analysis in the world. The seven 
levels the chapter reviews are: the individual level; programme level; department/school 
level; institutional level; national level; regional level; and the world level. This chapter is 
dedicated to relate the subject matter of the thesis to the existing body of knowledge within 
the field. This relation creates critical engagement of argument between the thesis and the 
literature. The presentation of this relation will be literary articulated through the thesis new 
literary style represented in systematisation.  Chapter three is Design. Systematisation of 
chapter three explains in details the research design. This chapter gives explanatory analysis 
to the components of research design. Chapter four is Methodology. Systematisation of 
chapter four theorises the application of systems analysis and design methodology in 
educational research generally and to execute this research particularly. This chapter creates 
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detailed justification for the use of systems analysis and design methodology. This revision 
includes critical discussion of the way in which systems analysis and design methodology 
can be used to create an understanding of governing institutions such as those that are found 
in agencies of quality and accreditation, higher education institutions, the United Nations, 
and others. Chapter five is quality of higher education. Systematisation of this chapter 
investigates the nature and characteristics of quality and accreditation of higher education. 
This chapter grounds the basic knowledge required to understand the subject of the thesis 
and its vision of systematisation of quality in the world. Chapter six is Quality of the United 
Kingdom. Systematisation of the thesis in this chapter creates the relevance of quality in the 
United Kingdom to the argument for creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the 
world through establishing organisation within the United Nations dedicated for governing 
this systematisation. Chapter seven is Quality of Egypt. Systematisation of this chapter 
investigates quality in Egypt in relation to systematisation of quality in the world. Chapter 
eight is “Regional Quality. Systematisation of this chapter examines the development of 
quality and accreditation of higher education across the different regions of the world. This 
chapter indicates the gap in the current situation of quality in the regions of the world. This 
investigation articulates the importance of systematisation of quality in the world. Chapter 
nine is international quality and accreditation of higher education. Systematisation of this 
chapter investigates the development of international policies and procedures in quality. This 
chapter explains the gap in the current situation of quality in the world. This chapter 
articulates the importance of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world. Chapter ten 
is The United Nations. Systematisation of this chapter creates overview on the character and 
structure of the United Nations as a place of systematisation of quality in the world. The 
thesis vision is systematisation of quality in the world through establishing organisation 
within the United Nations dedicated for this systematisation. Chapter eleven is Findings. 
Systematisation of this chapter generates the thesis findings to report on the whole thesis. 
This chapter generates the research findings across the whole investigation. Chapter twelve 
is Discussion. Systematisation of this chapter creates critical discussion of the research 
findings and their relation to the literature. This identifies the perceived gap in the current 
situation of quality in the world to explain the reasons why this thesis is required to create 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world. Chapter thirteen is systematisation of 
international quality and accreditation of higher education in the world. Systematisation of 
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this chapter grounds ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world. This chapter clarifies 
the reasons why ‘systematic’ understanding of quality should be created through establishing 
organisation within the United Nations dedicated for this systematisation. This chapter 
creates clear articulation of the thesis creation of knowledge. This chapter articulates the 
purposes and priorities of this systematisation and how it governs quality in the world. The 
governance of systematisation of quality in the world creates explanation of the criteria of 
governance, creates decisions, and creates indication of the institutions accountable under 
governance. Chapter fourteen is Impact. Systematisation of this chapter discusses the impact 
of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world. This chapter articulates the impact of 
the thesis informing its systematisation not only of quality and accreditation of higher 
education in the world but also creates other original impact in the world. Chapter fifteen is 




























This chapter presents the research seven-level analysis typology. It addresses quality from 
seven perspectives in general with a view to indicate the need for ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality. The same type of typology addresses these seven levels in details in chapters six 
and seven, where the thesis strengthens and deepens its analysis with exploring current 
operations in the development of quality in the UK and Egypt and their suitability to accept 
systematisation. An explicit analysis of each level follows.  
 
2.2 Individual Level 
 
The individual perspective is the knowledge-based outlook and view of the individual staff 
member, including his or her view of whether there is a need or not for ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. In so far as this research engages at the individual level, it is through 
discussions between the researcher and his supervisors as to the design and execution of the 
research project. 
 
The individual analysis in this research is indicated via the different visions and view 
generated from interviews. The investigation required conducting interviews with experts 
from the UK and Egypt in order to elaborate information around current operations in the 
development of quality in depth and detail, with a view that these perspectives were directed 




To express the relation between quality and individuals, Vajdaet al. (2006) point out that in 
the early 1990s a shift was experienced in the policy of quality. It was soon realised that there 
is a need for implementing formal quality control and quality assurance systems by the 
guidelines and norms of national standards. Driving forces were mostly internal directed to 
demonstrate the quality of work, to credit methods, to achieve a better reputation, and to have 
better chances in applying for projects, contracts and/or support in order to maintain quality. 
The external motivation like the request of customers and competitors created additional 
source of motivation to undertake quality. However, operating quality requires providing 
facilities and resources, as maintaining accreditation status demands a lot of effort from the 
individuals. Quality has the validity to improve the theoretical knowledge. It assists the 
individual to become more allied and to keep competitiveness and to generate confidence. 
The accredited status offers better chances for signing services, agreements and/or research 
contracts. Nevertheless, it also means a constant challenge for the improvement of efficiency, 
effectiveness and reliability. 
 
However, studies (Van-Ginkel and Rodrigues-Dias, 2007; Uvalic-Trumbic, 2007; and 
Jayasuriya and Robertson, 2010) show that quality had different impacts on people. Some 
impacts were considered as positive, but some were considered negative. These studies assert 
that there is no doubt that quality made a large impact on staff within HEIs. The negative 
attitudes among members of staff appeared to be the most important cost of quality. The 
findings of these studies show that quality might be: alien concept; not easy to be understood; 
audited seriously with more loads of work to academics and administrative staff; pressure on 
staff; and a reveal of the weakness of staff individually and HEIs as it is reported to the public.  
 
The difficulties of controlling and evaluating the quality of a service such as higher education 
are recognised. Gibbs and Iacovidou (2004) argue that a greater burden for service quality is 
placed on the workforce, hence selection of employees, specification of procedures (where 
possible) and workforce training are critical in service industries. The competence or 
potential of academic staff with respect to their teaching role should, therefore, be assured 
during the recruitment process, and further clarified and enhanced by means of induction, 




For overcoming these difficulties, Barnett (1992 and 1993) and HEQC (2004) suggest a 
solution to this burden as the quality of learning cannot be assessed directly. They point out 
that it is necessary to do so indirectly by assessing the value that an institution attached to 
like teaching and learning. I argue that staff development is crucial in quality. However, from 
my own personal experience (in Egypt) I doubt that universities sufficiently orchestrated their 
staff development activities so that they do lead to more effective learning. This is a case 
which needs further development. I see that academics need to be led but not to be managed. 
Perhaps an international level of quality might raise their inspiration to the best practice.  
 
Although the beneficial influence of quality is widely recognised, Louisy (2004) and Deem 
and Brehony (2005) argue that there are some detriments which are commonly and strongly 
voiced. They commented that several views doubted whether the benefits of the systems of 
quality outweighed the detriments. These views are founded on concerns regarding the 
relevance and burden of quality. There is a concern that the continued operation of a process 
that was perceived to be retrospective and bureaucratic could foster negative views of 
assurance as bureaucracy and quality as compliance rather than support a culture of 
enhancement. Moreover, the use of weak evidence in judgements of reviewers is a crucial 
negative factor (Ibid). The disappointment regarding this is compounded and dispiriting 
when weaknesses in the report are acknowledged and the report is altered but the grading 
remained. Further, such disillusionment could strongly counter the internal quality assurance 
for external review. However, I argue that these negative aspects might due to the nature of 
work required to operate quality; and the emotions of staff resulting from their own 
experiences. At any way this does not represent a theoretical generalizability. The vast 
majority of staff both academic and administrative in the research case studies looks at 
quality as an enhancing method (system) which brought new policy and practice to the field 
of higher education development.     
 
From my own experience, the lack of awareness of quality represents a problem in turning 
the policy of quality into practice. The culture of quality among academics is not well-
established. This besides the lack of experts specialised in quality. The staff operating 
agencies of quality are academic staff brought from universities. They are not specialised in 
quality. It may be because quality has not become a discipline yet. This current context led 
36 
 
me to propose the future development of quality in chapter fourteen, where the thesis folds 
its pages. 
 
2.3 Programme Level 
 
Academic programmes are theoretical and/or practical courses designed to systemise 
academic and/or practical knowledge or professional experience over a given period of time, 
leading to qualifications in HEIs. Internationalising the quality of academic programmes in 
HEIs is a complex task but has the aim of producing graduates with international-level 
knowledge and skills, recognised qualifications, ability to act on local and global issues and 
knowledge to contribute to the global economy. Within individual HEIs the benefits include 
enhancement of policy and practice in teaching and learning processes.  
 
Dyrdal and Karseth (2006) argue that changes in the curricular structure of higher education 
towards a credit transfer framework may also be seen as a factor that challenges the position 
of disciplinary knowledge within higher education programmes and thereby create a 
discursive practice emphasising a utilitarian perspective. As an example of this, the teaching 
of English as a second language is undertaken in many countries where the first language is 
not English. Intellectually, teaching English programmes are delivered via different methods 
in pre and post-secondary education. There appears to be a need for much greater research 
and development internationally concerning the provision of English as an international 
language for international communication and inter-cultural exchange.  In this context, 
comparative studies (Morelandet al. 2000; and Dunworth, 2008) point out that trans-national 
English language teaching programmes in the higher education sector need to: accommodate 
key management concerns; relate capacity and resources to issues of communication, culture, 
principles and values; and address consciously and transparently these issues if good practice 
in the management of these programmes is to be successfully promoted.  
 
However, Deem and Johnson (2000) direct a strongly voiced criticism in that honesty in self-
assessment regarding weaknesses of programmes is punished, whereby the institution got 
them back in the report and it cannot be excellent because it has those weaknesses. Linked to 
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this feeling, Hill et al. (2003) point out that there is a perception that some reviewers worked 
from a premise that presumes guilt rather than innocence. This perhaps because institutions 
and departments learn from what they feel of harsh experiences assuring the quality of their 
programmes. They commented that although the desire to perform well in external reviews 
was a factor in driving forward programmes’ preparations, there are sometimes negative 
aspects attached to this. For example external review is a highly competitive exercise and 
this is detrimental to some inter-institution subject area relationships, particularly, but not 
entirely, in small cognate areas or when there is doubt about the validity of judgements made 
by peer reviewers. I can add a further concern that in some cases a motivating factor for 
undertaking the peer review role might lead participation to be a protective measure. I argue 
that these concerns are important not as disadvantages but as considerations need to be taken 
into account when performing the operations of quality. 
 
2.4 Department/Faculty Level 
 
The department/faculty is the structure that unites of academic staff around certain 
specialisations or scientific areas inside specific HEIs. Departments and/or faculties are 
responsible for systemising, governing and leading teaching and learning, research and 
community service in HEIs. Informal research of some universities, via their websites, 
reveals that, while some HEIs have clear structures for academic departments in their 
organisational structure, others do not. (for example, www.ioe.ac.uk and 
www.education.ac.uk) 
 
Smith and Ngoma-Maema (2003) argue that institutional quality is the process that school 
goes through in order to measure how well it is doing in relation to those goals and qualities 
that matter to the school, its stakeholders or other individuals or bodies in the system. It is 
consistent with new public management thinking which stresses that the primary 
responsibility for institutional development and quality assurance must lie with the institution 
itself. Quality is related to the desired results of schooling which are immediate and directly 
linked to schooling or more long-term and less easily linked. Conditions are defined as those 
factors that are believed to contribute to the achievement of desired outcomes or that capture 
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what one wants the school to be like, regardless of any contribution to specific outcomes. 
The outcomes and conditions must be defined operationally so that they can be measured. 
Performance standards specify the level(s) or degree(s) of desired performance and are made 
concrete by assessment criteria that enable schools to observe and measure performance. The 
standards and criteria for a given outcome or condition specify respectively what constitutes 
successful performance and the basis for judging that performance. 
 
The governance and operation of the quality assurance units in faculties requires a formal 
management processes. The first step is to establish a project team with a faculty leader as 
the project manager and a representative cross-section of the faculty in the group. Then, the 
team should identify what pieces of information are missing to define the necessary 
processes. The group should develop an action plan, identifying responsibilities and timelines 
for obtaining the information and applying the development methodology in the organization. 
With persistence and patience, this methodology can yield a robust set of consistent 
processes. The structure of formal processes can promote the mission-driven, outcomes-
oriented culture of continuous improvement advocated by the quality assurance units and 
beneficial to all institutions of higher education. Brennan and Austin (2003) and Weinstein 
and Schneller (2009) argue that quality is related to: defining the school’s current practices 
for a particular process, with a view to noting differences between locations; benchmarking 
other schools’ approaches to the process, using professional contacts and sample self-study 
reports; developing a process definition, meeting the requisite standards; discussing and 
refining the proposal in committee; and presenting the process to the faculty for consideration 
and adoption. However, some HEIs may have a problem with faculty commitment to the 
overall accreditation effort. 
 
The interaction between faculties and their departments is a culture of collegial and 
hierarchical elements. Kogan and Hanney (2000) point out that the value of considering this 
interaction is that it provides an appropriate background to the consideration of the influence 
of quality on the policy and practice of departments and faculties. This requires the need to 
create a balance between the collegium and the managerialist approach that might be 
expected from the operations of quality. An example is that my university in Egypt was 
experiencing a greater amount of management interwoven with its traditional culture of 
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collegiality. This experience was realised after the operations of quality had started. This is 
because the new operations of quality required an advanced type of management. 
 
However, Deem et al. (2007) highlight a detriment of quality represented in the amount of 
time expended by faculties and departments on satisfying external accountability and the 
opportunity cost to other activities including teaching. It was evident that the desire to 
perform well may have increased the workload, with pondering that how much of the burden 
of it is actually self-imposed as opposed to being imposed by the operations of quality. Also, 
Erk (2009) highlight the financial burden of satisfying external accountability. These were 
evident in a number of ways such as the preparation of additional documentation, and having 
staff devoted to satisfying the requirements of external accountability. Also the 
disproportionate cost of using formal mechanisms with limited staffing when informal 
practices could operate well on a small scale. In spite of this, I argue that the advantages of 
operating quality outweigh these difficulties. We can look at HEIs particularly after operating 
the requirements of quality. The landscape of higher education worldwide has improved 
massively due to implementing quality assurance and accreditation. 
 
2.5 Institutional Level 
 
HEIs are governmental or non-governmental organisations specialising in delivering 
education after secondary education, comprising processes of teaching and learning, research 
and community service. It is argued that international policies and practices in quality might 
assist HEIs, particularly in an age of globalisation and marketization. Some studies (Lomas, 
1999; Pounder, 1999; and Kemenade et al., 2008) have engaged in defining quality leading 
to the identification of broad approaches across range of organisational types. These 
approaches are the manufacturing-oriented approach, the product-oriented approach, the 
customer-oriented approach and the value-for-money approach. Examining existing theories, 
policies and practices on quality (see chapter three) generate a rigorous case for a further 
broad approach suitable for application within ubiquitous non-governmental organisations 
such as universities: a global-oriented approach, known as systematisation of quality, 
directed to assisting HEIs in fulfilling global values in their teaching and learning, research 
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and community service. This research may have insights and analysis in non-governmental 
organizations other than universities like economic, social and cultural agencies across global 
borders. 
 
Creating a global-oriented approach of systematisation of quality could help in building a 
cadre of trained quality professionals in order to enable HEIs and agencies of quality to adopt 
and operate an international perspective within their policies and practices of quality. In this 
regard, a systems design study (Dickenson et al., 2000) described Russian perspective on 
building an infrastructure for quality management. Such an initiative was called for after 
finding that knowledge of quality management, ideas and the provision of higher education 
and training were found to be low. The Russian project advocated dependence upon 
syllabuses and course structures for aligning quality management to the methods of the 
European Quality Centre which was established in 1998, having first harmonised them within 
existing practice and traditions of the Russian context. 
 
The current international context of globalisation has generated comparative and case study 
research (Leslie, 1999; McKay and Kember, 1999; Fagadeesh, 2000; McAdamand Welsh, 
2000; Oldfield and Baron, 2000). These argue that HEIs face tremendous difficulties in 
addressing pressing requirements of the contemporary labour market. A variety of teaching 
processes, academic programmes, institutional perspectives, theories, policies and practices, 
and quality orientations exist from country to country. Their argument continued to say that 
it is difficult for HEIs to balance local and global obligations. However, I argue that change 
in HEIs is inevitable as a response to change in current global economic and social life, and 
quality-driven initiatives at universities like establishing quality assurance units in faculties 
and establishing quality assurance centres in universities. This indicates the need to respond 
to these challenges. The research presented here examines whether creating and operating 
systematisation of quality via proposing a theorisation for establishing a United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality has the rationale and feasibility to assist HEIs in 
their responses to these challenges. 
 
It is argued that interaction between the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality and quality structures in the universities can raise the level of quality in HEIs from 
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national or/and regional levels to the international level. A case study conducted by Welsh 
and Dey (2002) indicates that the existence of these structures represents a strength point. I 
argue that these quality structures can be a central building block in fulfilling the 
requirements of the suggested organisation operating via the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of quality.  What support my argument is what Welsh and Dey discussed of 
the notion of quality assessment. They described the role of a quality structure at the 
University of Louisville which set out to promote a process titled Quality Measurement 
System 2000 (QMS2000), showing how QMS2000 provided data and information around 
quality assurance of academic programmes to students, alumni, faculty, staff and employers 
through an online operating network at the university, while reinforcing the university’s 
ability to integrate and apply policy and practices of quality assurance at the same time.  
 
I continue to argue that such quality structures in HEIs have the ability to harmonise 
institutional, national, regional and international needs, goals, values and orders. A 
comparative study (Ursin et al., 2008) investigated bodies like these established to examine 
the educational provision of universities with specific cultural and institutional features 
while, at the same time, creating harmonisation within the aims of the Bologna Process. 
However, while this study showed that staff in quality structures of HEIs were familiar with 
evaluation and quality assurance, it found that they were unsure about the procedures and 
effects of quality assurance in their structures. This means that there is a need for 
qualifications and degrees in quality to graduate specialists who can work professionally in 
the field of quality.  
 
The practices of quality structures can also facilitate opportunities for communication and 
collaboration processes between HEIs and international organisations, associations, networks 
and marketplaces around the world. To reflect this, a case study (Ottewill and Gregory, 1999) 
points out that these structures are able to: support processes of quality assurance; provide a 
resource on which to base plans for the future development of the unit; enhance effective 
management of quality inside HEIs; facilitate succession planning and staff development; 




However, Watson (2000) and Deem (2001) raise some concerns regarding the operation of 
the processes and the scope for inconsistency. Although quality impacts grade inflation over 
the period of external review, the most common and strongest criticism of the processes was 
that some reviewers might come with agendas and expectations and accordingly did not 
respect institutional diversity. This could have an additional negative effect on morale when 
people feel that the reviewers have not understood how the universities make sense of what 
they do, and it was perceived that an unfair result was received. I argue that this concern 
might happen but very rarely. Agencies of quality can overcome this by staff professional 
development and reviewing the reviewers’ judgements. I mean to check the validity and 
reliability of the reviewers’ judgements.  
 
2.6 National Level 
 
National higher education is a system that constructs a general picture of higher education in 
certain country, distinguishing it from other systems in different countries. In this regard, a 
case study by Kistan (1999) points out that, world-wide, higher education is undergoing 
major challenges in its organisation. Quality has emerged as a primary instrument for 
evaluating performance in higher education systems. In response, some nations have begun 
to import foreign policies of quality to their national higher education sectors aimed at 
sustainable enhancement. An example of this is Egypt where quality is an imitation to the 
practices of quality in the developed countries. South Africa is another example of those 
countries imitating systems of quality, responding to a perceived need for South African 
higher education to be developed better to generate shared understanding of and appropriate 
responses to the wider context of quality assurance.  
 
Perhaps what encourages the governments in the developing countries to imitate quality from 
the developed countries is their need for satisfying their peoples that they are implementing 
the up to date practice in their HEIs. In this vein, studies (Lomas, 1999 and Yorke, 1999) 
argue that standards of quality are open to interpretations which depend upon the interpreter’s 
perspective. However, every nation’s standards need to be able to meet an expectation to 
respond to national needs and institutional context. Meanwhile, a survey (OECD, 2004) of 
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higher education systems across 16 countries found that the nature and characteristics of 
higher education systems in the countries were generally similar to each other. A comparative 
study (Vincent-Lancrin, 2007) points out that there is a crisis in public higher education 
across some OECD countries at a time when globalisation has brought innovation and human 
capital development to the forefront of public policies. Consequently, governments try to 
make their public higher education more globally competitive.  International rankings of 
universities explain why some countries are placing emphasis on developing “World Class” 
universities. This international orientation is expected to remain a major driver of change in 
public higher education (GUNI, 2007). 
 
I argue that internationalisation and globalisation helped in spreading quality in all countries 
which exceeded this to regions around the world. The notion of quality as an enhancing 
mechanism (system) emanated from the policy and practice of globalisation. National 
countries are different but they are not contrasted. This indicates there is a means of creating 
harmonisation between countries to accept ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. The 
countries would agree on the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality as 
long as they see social and economic benefits. However, some kind of harmonisation and 
contextualisation might be required in case that there is a need for this new era of 
development. 
 
The matter of international credibility and recognition of higher education qualifications 
appears to be characterised by the emerging development in quality across countries and 
regions. Globalisation policy discourse created several practices that are connected with the 
policies of national countries. These practices include: the movement of ideologies of quality; 
the emergence of regional agencies of quality impacting national countries’ sovereignty; the 
development of new cultural practices in higher education; and the influence of external ideas 
on the social order of developing countries. This research is then investigates whether a 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality might overcome the problem of 
foreign qualifications’ recognition among HEIs across the globe.  
 
The impact of the regional networks of quality on national agencies of quality is evident. The 
nature of work (based on national vision) of national agencies of quality after the 
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establishment of their regional networks for quality became different. The focus on national 
contextualisation turned to include the regional contextualisation. There is no doubt that 
national governments want some national contextualisation. However, they accepted the 
membership of their regional networks of quality because of the benefits like sharing 
information, cooperating experience as well as mutual recognition of the qualifications of 
their HEIs for the mobility of students, staff and professionals. This kind of acceptance as 
Harvey (2004) and Kohoutek (2009) point out might be a kind of enforcement of the policy 
of sharing the regional features and interests. The existence of regional networks of quality 
created positive relation led to cooperation between countries in the field of quality. This is 
represented in that all countries which have agencies of quality are now members of their 
regional networks of quality. In spite of this rich context, the international arena remains 
empty of any type of such relation or cooperation. As a result this research investigates the 
need for international quality to fill this gap. This need might be possible particularly in an 
age of globalisation and internationalisation in everything we experience. As I explained in 
chapter one, internationalisation and globalisation are not things to hate or like. They are 
realities we need to know how to deal with. Perhaps a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality can assist national countries in general and HEIs in particular on 
how they can deal with internationalisation and globalisation.  
 
Staff personnel within the agencies of quality across national countries would determine the 
implementation details of quality through strategic and project management agendas. The 
corporate managerial philosophy for planned change and effectiveness would embrace at the 
level of the boards and secretariats of the agencies. Referring to this, Taylor  (2003) argue 
that managerialism focuses on a narrowing of policy goals which are set at a higher level 
within the organization, with responsibility for achievement of such goals devolved to lower 
levels within the organization. Additionally, Davies and Thomas (2002) spoke about the shift 
towards a more neoliberal discourse in education policy characterized by the new 
contractualism or neoliberal politicization of public management. This discourse suggested 
a separation of powers from the term ‘political’ and ‘governance’. Based in this vision, I can 
say that managerialism provides problematic argument about governance, as the decision 
making of public authorities can be autonomous from politics. However, I consider that in 




I argue that quality created change in the relationship between HEIs and the states. Although 
the increased governmental involvement could indicate that the state is taking responsibility 
for the quality of provision, universities became self-motivated to achieve high level of 
quality. It is the fund policy which affects this relationship. The governments started to give 
further importance to the quality of learning and teaching, research and community outreach 
and knowledge transfer as criteria for entitling HEIs to public fund. The new mechanisms of 
ranking universities; student enrolment; knowledge production and facilities are all among 
the factors which identify the relationship between HEIs and their states. The national 
governments became more interested in the quality of their universities. This is because it is 
not the individuals’ calibres which rate the scale of the country but the quality of their 
education systems. Seeking international level of quality might raise the countries’ scale 
particularly the developing countries. 
 
2.7 Regional Level 
 
The regional perspective in this study is the applied policy and practice framework for quality 
for particular region of the world supervised by regional bodies that distinguish their 
initiatives from those of other regions. There are many regional initiatives for quality (see 
the specific bibliography of websites in Appendix C). The policies and practices arising from 
these initiatives are bounded by the membership of each network. Although these networks 
are thought to assist HEIs in certain regions in meeting and addressing their regional needs, 
these networks may not be able to address all challenges because of the current pressures 
they face.  The regional networks of quality include: 
 
Washington Accord: This accord was signed in 1989, and was first to recognise substantial 
equivalence in the accreditation of qualifications in professional engineering, normally of 
four years duration. This accord covers North America and Western Europe.  
The Association of Accrediting Agencies in Canada: This association was founded in 1994 
as a national network of professional education accrediting bodies. 
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The European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education: This association came 
into being in 2000 as the European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education. In 
2004, it was transformed from a network into an association. The membership of this 
association is open to quality assurance agencies in the signatory states of the Bologna 
Declaration. 
Sydney Accord: Sydney Accord commenced in 2001 and recognises substantial equivalence 
in the accreditation of qualifications in engineering technology, normally of three years 
duration. This accord covers the region of Australia, the Netherlands, and the United 
Kingdom.  
Asia-Pacific Quality Network: This network focuses on serving the needs of quality 
assurance agencies in higher education in its region. The mission statement of this network 
is to enhance the quality of higher education in Asia and the Pacific region. This enhancement 
can occur through strengthening the work of quality assurance agencies and extending the 
cooperation between the members. 
The Network of Central and Eastern European Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher 
Education: This network was founded in 2001 in Cracow, Poland. This network is a non-
governmental and non-profit organization. Its main aims are to act as a clearinghouse for 
information and to harmonize quality assurance activities, as well as to represent the region 
in other international arenas. 
Dublin Accord: Dublin Accord is agreement for substantial equivalence in the accreditation 
of tertiary qualifications in technician engineering, normally of two years duration and it 
commenced in 2002.  This accord covers Canada, Ireland, South Africa and the United 
Kingdom. 
The African Quality Assurance Network: This network is committed to the assurance and 
enhancement of the quality of higher education in Africa. It operates within the African 
continent through strengthening the work of quality assurance agencies and other associated 
organizations with similar objectives. 
The Arab Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education: This network has been 
established in 2007 as a non-profit and non-governmental organization. The purpose of this 
network is to establish the Arab Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education in order 
to create a mechanism between the Arab countries to exchange information about quality 
assurance, construct new quality assurance agencies or organizations, develop standards or 
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support the already present ones, disseminate good practice in quality assurance and 
strengthen liaison between quality assurance bodies in the different Arab countries. 
 
Through critical analysis of these regional networks (see the related web sites in references) 
and some comparative and case study reports (Gore et al., 2000; Beale et al., 2008; Berde, 
2008; and Filippakou and Tapper, 2008), it is evident that each network has a certain number 
of requirements and expects practice from its members which are different from these of 
other regional networks. Each regional network guides and supports its members on how 
they can meet the requirements and responsibilities prevailing in their regional area. 
Currently, some regional operations of quality, particularly in the European area, are tending 
to establish a reciprocal acknowledgement among members if any HEI successfully passes 
external examination by any acknowledged regional member. However, there is no common 
phenomenology or standards, policies and  practices of quality applied across these networks, 
although there is a debate (arising from institutional diversity, change, new impacts, new 
initiatives and new comparative scales) around identifying and adopting the best policies to 
be practiced and followed in assuring and accrediting the quality of higher education (OECD, 
2010).  
 
2.8 The World Level 
 
The investigation reached the conclusion that establishing The United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality is the final stage in the Doctorate systematisation process to 
create ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world (see section 1.5 of chapter one and 
section 5.2 of chapter five and section 6.4.7 of chapter six and section 7.4.7 of chapter seven 
and see chapter nine and chapter eleven and chapter twelve). The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality would depend on systematisation of a global 
culture that is multi-cultural or even trans-cultural. This is because the systematisation culture 
of the proposed UN organisation would not be the only culture in the world. The research 
systematic culture would not be a substitutive culture for national and/or regional cultures 
but would complement them by creating the culture of systematisation in the world. Although 
I consider that one kind of global culture or global ethics for the whole world is somewhat 
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questionable, I argue that an overall systematisation of global culture would combine sets of 
sub-systematisations of national and/or regional cultures. This argument is discussed in 
section 5.7 and in section 5.8 of chapter five. The argument in these two sections is important 
in discussions about “the good for all” as the thesis approach to quality moves towards 
systematisation of the world. This argument supports the United Nations idea of a ‘world 
community’ (United Nations, 2007). This ‘world community’ is the overall system of quality 
in the world which combines all sub-systems of quality across the globe. 
 
The Doctorate proposed organisation is to be located within the United Nations. However, 
this proposed organisation would not be a substitutive organisation for national and/or 
regional agencies and networks of quality but would complement them by creating 
systematic quality in the world. This analytical approach created ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality of higher education in the world and created theories about new systems, new 
theoretical generalisations and new applications. This makes quality more systematic through 
envisaging, assessing and theorising the establishment of the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality for providing the international accreditation to higher 
education institutions across the globe. This ontological stance underpins this research 
assuming, as Crotty (2003) and Ritchie and Lewis (2003) argue, that such an orientation 
tends to place emphasis and value on human understanding, interpretive aspects of knowing 
about social world and the significance of the investigator’s own interpretations and 
understandings of the phenomenon being studied. I argue that there is parallel conformance 
between the ontological and epistemological assumptions in this research, where both emerge 
from one philosophical stance. This subjectivist epistemology underpins generally the 
national, regional and international operations of quality, and underpins particularly in more 
detail via seven levels of analysis the operations of quality generated from the research 
fieldwork interviews in the UK and Egypt (see chapter six and chapter seven) in order to 
strengthen the validity and reliability of the wider research generated. 
 
 I investigated many existing definitions of quality mentioned in the literature in section 5.2 
of chapter two. However, I adopt my own understanding of quality based on the notion of 
systematisation and have therefor set new terminology in this regard as this terminology is 
crucial to describing the final stage of the systematisation process which underpins the 
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analysis in chapters 2 – 12. I did so to enable partners and beneficiaries to understand my 
systematisation of quality (i.e. to help them understand my new ‘systematic’ formulation of 
quality). The first phase of systems analysis within this research interrogates quality of higher 
education in the world. I do so through investigating the nature of the evidence that current 
operations of quality are, or are not, adequate for systematisation. I found that there is a need 
to create and operate a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. While I 
did this I revealed the strengths of arguments that the characteristics of the UN and UNESCO 
can assist in creating and operating a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality.  
 
To exemplify this, the international perspective comprises the initiatives and calls adopted 
by international organisations (including the International Association of Universities (IAU), 
The Organisation for Economic and Cooperation Development (OECD), the World Bank, 
the International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education 
(INQAAHE), the United Nations (UN) and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) for systematisation of Quality. An instance is the initiative 
of the INQAAHE on the need for developing formal qualifications for those who work in the 
field of quality inside HEIs and/or agencies of quality (INQAAHE, 2008 a). There are about 
16 professionals from around world beginning to write course material with an aim for 
providing qualifications on quality. 
 
It is worth mentioning that there is a difference between the INQAAHE and the suggested 
initiative of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of quality operated via the 
United Nations. The main purpose (www.inqaahe.org) of the INQAAHE is to collect and 
disseminate information on the current and developing theory and practice in the assessment, 
improvement and maintenance of quality in higher education. It is a network connecting the 
agencies of quality, with a view that it does not conduct accreditation on HEIs. But the main 
purposes of the suggested initiative of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality operated via the United Nations are to internationally assure and accredit the 
quality of HEIs around the world, and to address global needs and priorities as a 
multidimensional international organisation within the systematic structure of the UN. The 
INQAAHE harmonises the work between agencies of quality while the United Nations 
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Organisation for Systematisation of Quality operated via the United Nations is to give the 
international accreditation to HEIs across the globe. 
 
From an international perspective, there are challenges facing HEIs set out by international 
organisations.  Some of these include the need for: increasing rates of successful student 
participation; maintaining high quality of learning and teaching, research and community 
service; creating successful models of financial investment; providing higher education 
relevant to national, regional and international needs; obtaining public support and 
international recognition; reinventing governance structures and institutional management; 
balancing the need for engaging in international competitions and international co-operation 
while maintaining capacity building; disseminating knowledge, experience and attitudes 
about intercultural dialogue, international peace, justice, democracy, human rights, safety 
and security; and analysing the development of current trajectories and processes of 
economic, political and social globalisation in terms of governance at global level through 
exploring and understanding theories of international relations, reconstituting international 
relations, understanding the educational multilateralism and its transformations, exploring 
the international marketization of higher education; and undertaking an evidence-based 
dialogue on issues between higher education, development and trade in developed and 
developing countries (IAU 2001; Dodds, 2005; Bassett, 2006; Johansson, 2007; Mundy, 
2007; INQAAHE, 2008 b; and Lenn, 2008). 
 
In this context, the OECD (2005) has elaborated guidelines on quality provision in cross-
border higher education. These guidelines aim at serving as an educational response to the 
growing commercialisation of higher education. They also seek to: address key higher 
education issues in a globalising society; be equally relevant for developed and developing 
countries; propose tools and a synthesis of best practices that can assist member states in 
assessing the quality of higher education provided across borders; and protect students and 
other beneficiaries from low-quality provision. These guidelines address six types of 
beneficiaries in higher education: governments; HEIs; academic staff; students; agencies of 
quality; and academic and professional bodies. They also provide a set of orientations to 
practitioners and seek to promote mutual trust and international cooperation between 
providers and receivers of cross-border higher education. In adopting this international 
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perspective, these international organisations have proposed and opened an international 
dialogue designed to bring together heads of HEIs and major intergovernmental agencies 
whose policies affect higher education around the world. This dialogue has investigated the 
responsibilities for, and roles of higher education and research in addressing local and global 
needs.  
 
Meanwhile the UNESCO has held three forums for international quality assurance, 
accreditation and the recognition of qualifications in 2002, 2004, and 2007 which asserted 
that quality assurance is the systematic review of educational programmes directed to: 
ensuring that acceptable standards of education, scholarship and infrastructure are being 
maintained; promoting capacity-building at regional and national levels of quality; and 
providing a platform for dialogue between international frameworks dealing with quality 
assurance, accreditation and the recognition of qualifications (UNESCO, 2007). 
 
In spite of such international calls and perspectives on internationalising quality, to the best 
of my knowledge there has been no investigation or research conducted focussed on the 
means to fulfil these needs, respond to these calls or assess this international perspective. 
Acting on this knowledge base, this research attempts to meet these needs, respond to these 
calls, fill this gap in knowledge and achieve this international perspective through 
investigating the need for creating and operating the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality. Once the research investigation proved that there is a need for 
this organisation, the research moves to articulate a theorisation for establishing this 
organisation within the systematic structure of the UN for providing international 
accreditation to HEIs across the globe. 
 
The research investigation is applied generally across national, regional and international 
operations of quality, and applied particularly in two case studies aimed at drawing the 
development of current operations of quality in the UK and Egypt (with a view to assessing 
the need for systematisation of quality in the world). These two countries have been selected 




1. The settings provide a distinct cultural contrast – particularly in educational, 
demographic, religious, social, economic, political, environmental and daily lifestyle terms. 
2. The settings belong to internationally different classifications, where the UK is a 
developed country and Egypt is a developing country. 
3. The settings represent different visions and operations of quality. 
4. The settings are designed to provide two detailed cases in which, for each country’s 
system, information will be assessed through the seven-fold analysis typology applied so as 
to produce a rigorous interpretation of current operations in the development of quality in 
each country, with exploring the need for systematisation of quality. 
5. The settings offered the best access to the researcher: the UK is the country in which 
the research has been conducted and Egypt is the country where the researcher is from. 
 
2.9 Summary of Chapter Two 
 
To sum up, the adopted analytical method of literature review has not been chosen because I 
preferred. I have carefully selected this method of analysis for their suitability in addressing 
the research questions and for their suitability with the nature of research and with its breadth 
and depth global scale. Clearly, no educational research is perfect as each has its strengths 
and limitations but I have now done my best to make this research as valid and reliable as 
possible. However, with the research overall seven typologies, after the research five 
typologies of the research first phase of systems analysis created the research sixth typology 
of the research second phase of systems design, I can argue that the research sixth typologies 
combined analytically between the smallest level of analysis in the world (which is the 
individual level) and the largest level of analysis in the world (which is the world level). That 
is why the research generalizability of the three-fold typology is representational, referential 
and theoretical allowing a possibility for the research implications to be applied in any 
context across the globe (see section 3.2.10 of chapter three). Although I am clear about the 
research limitations, I see that the research topic, its nature, its particular design and 
methodology, its breadth and depth of the global scale and its seven typologies of analysis 








This chapter constitutes the research design. It discusses conceptual and practical elements 
related to the design of the research. The chapter starts with explication sets out the research 
ontology, epistemology, questions, aims and objectives that arise. The chapter then moves to 
discuss the research design through: the methodological stance and approach; methods of 
data/information collection; methods of data/information analysis followed by other issues 
such as the case study approach, sampling, generalizability, validity, reliability and ethical 
considerations. Finally, the chapter folds its pages with an accurate and explicit summary. 
 
3.2 Research Design 
 
A good qualitative research study design is one which has a clearly defined purpose including 
coherence between the research questions and research methods or proposed approaches 
(Mason, 1996). Maykut and Morehouse (1994) explain this in that the good qualitative 
research design is realistic, generates valid and reliable data, and can be achieved within the 
available resources. Since educational research always involves an element (s) of the 
unknown, the research design needs to be flexible. The main methodological device framing 
this research is depending principally documentary analysis in addition to the research 
fieldwork interviews in the UK and Egypt. 
 
This research is located within a broadly qualitative methodology, using a documentary 
systems analysis and design methodology, with a complementary case study approach with 
document analysis and semi-structured interviews as methods of data collection, utilizing 
qualitative data and approaches in all its components. Although mainly qualitative, document 
analysis, for example, uses both quantitative and qualitative operations on the text, taking 
account of the frequency of issues as well as their nature. In analysing interview data also, a 
54 
 
limited amount of quantification is used, such as numbers and quantities like how many 
people make similar comments. It is argued that the interpretive methodology has strengths 
but greater strength comes from its appropriate optimisation. The research systems analysis 
and design methodology is mainly, and the research two case studies can be seen as 
complementary approaches for further strength and depth to the research generalizability and 
implications. In addition, combined methods can have greater impact as a persuasive 
approach to policy-makers. This is because they both form an analytical story that is often 
can be used for illustrative purposes to them. 
 
3.2.1 Research Ontology 
 
The most important thing underpinning my Doctorate is the fact that I have created a different 
understanding of quality which I call “my ‘systematic’ understanding of quality”. Section 
1.5 of chapter one makes it clear that the term ‘quality’ in this research is different from other 
understandings of quality (see section 5.3 and section 5.5 of chapter five). ‘Quality’ in my 
understanding is an overall systematisation which combines set of sub-systematisations for 
accrediting the quality of HEIs. This systematic understanding of quality is my ontology. 
That is why I called for establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality as the overall systematisation which combines all other sub-systematisations of 
quality in the world (see chapter four). This means that the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality would complement national and regional levels of quality by 
creating global systematic understanding of quality. In this case the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to work in addition to national and regional 
levels of quality, and also create systematic understanding of quality in the world. Therefore 
I argue that my ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is ‘systematic’ practice that 
systematises all levels of quality in the world.  
 
In my interpretative approach, my main concern is to understand the social context in which 
experts produce and reproduce and interpret their realties as social actors to make sense of 
systematisation of quality. This is supported by Crotty (1998) who argues that social reality 
of social relationships is embedded in the concepts that are used by participants in social 
contexts to talk about their world. The Doctorate approach of ‘systematic’ understanding of 
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quality is based on ontology which sees social actors identity forming and informing their 
understandings, interpretations, perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, views, experiences, accounts, 
stories, narratives, behaviours, actions, reactions, interactions, social relations and processes 
where social and cultural practices are seen as multiple realities of constructed meanings. I 
used this because I consider that social reality is regarded as the product of processes by 
which individuals interpret the conditions in which they find themselves. This ontological 
view is based on the assumption that the study of reality is rooted in the individual 
interpretations. 
 
I used an interpretative approach to my qualitative Doctorate because I want to capture 
experts’ perceptions and interpretations of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This 
subjective evidence, as Mason (2002) argues, would assure the objective evidence generated 
from documents and the literature review (see chapter two and chapter six and chapter seven). 
Both of the subjective evidence and the objective evidence complete each other that they are 
harmonised. They both confirm the importance of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. 
While the subjective evidence has been generated from the research field work, the objective 
evidence has been generated from documents and the broader academic literature. 
 
The ontology stimulating my Doctorate comes in a time that it is no longer geographical 
factors which govern and lead the monopoly of knowledge, but quality. ‘Systematic’ 
understanding of quality enables nations’ gifted individuals to interact with, and contribute 
to, national knowledge creation. Throughout the last decades, many nations have established 
agencies for quality. Discussions are currently being conducted across the world about 
mutual recognition, perhaps indicating the need for new global creation represented in a 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality that links ‘lower’ order levels into ‘higher’ order level. 
However, I argue that the level of quality of higher education in developing countries does 
not qualify them to conduct agreements of mutual recognition with the developed countries, 
due to the gap between the two levels of quality.  
 
The current ontological picture of quality worldwide has national and regional levels. The 
existence of national and regional levels of quality and absence of ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality is the ontological problem of this Doctorate. Not only the absence of ‘systematic’ 
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understanding of quality but also the negative aspects represented in randomness resulting 
from this absence are also factors to conduct this investigation. The current ontological 
picture of quality across the globe lacks systematisation. There is no systematisation of 
quality that can manipulate and operate quality of higher education in the world. This is a 
global ontological problem. The ontological problem is not only the absence of ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality but also the negative effects resulting from this absence particularly 
on developing countries. If this ontological problem continues to exist, the gap between the 
quality of higher education in developed and developing countries will continue to exist too. 
Investigating this ontological problem on the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality could 
generate conclusions whether the ontological picture of quality worldwide needs 
systematisation to be completed or that this current ontological picture is already completed. 
I argue that creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality of higher education in the world 
is important. To solve this ontological problem, I conduct this investigation which created 
the final stage of the systematisation process which links ‘lower’ order levels into ‘higher’ 
order level.  
 
I conducted qualitative research concerned primarily with processes and uncovering the 
meanings of how people see the world. It is analytical research based on documents and 
fieldwork, and builds abstractions, theories and generalisations from data and details. The 
research draws upon different references to view and analyse policies being studied and 
reasoning why the current global context of quality is not harmonised. The research fulfils 
the building of quality worldwide by creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This 
achievement can overcome the negative aspects resulting from the current global ontological 
problem of randomness of quality and the absence of the ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality particularly on developing countries. 
  
I want to stress that the ontology of a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality is not to be substitutive ontology of national and/or regional quality but it works in 
addition to them so the world has national, regional and international level of quality. An 
example explaining this is that certain national higher education institution can obtain the 
national accreditation from its national agency for quality. But if a higher education 
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institution desires to obtain the international accreditation, it is through The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality.  
 
3.2.2 Research Epistemology 
 
I use qualitative research design approach because my aims are to explore and understand 
‘systematic’ quality in a useful manner which would be of value to partners and beneficiaries. 
This indicates how and why the practices of the research participants are understood. To 
attain these aims, I created a space for experts to discuss their views and perceptions of 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality of higher education in the world, and what it means to 
them. I argue that a qualitative research design is useful for answering my research questions. 
This means that the research addresses the experts’ perceptions on ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality from a sociological point of view. Up to now, the literature reveals 
no evidence that systematisation of quality has been investigated. My Doctorate addresses 
how ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is perceived and socially constructed by experts. 
 
As qualitative research is fundamentally interpretative, as noted by Marshal and Rossman 
(1999), and that social constructivism is often combined with interpretivism, as argued by 
Creswell (2003). I am interpreting the meaning of systematisation of quality and the socially 
constructed understandings of these meanings which the experts hold of the world in which 
they live and work. This understanding is based on the subjective meaning of their subjective 
experiences on ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This subjective evidence is 
accompanied with objective evidence generated from the naturally occurring data in 
documents and the literature. Both of the subjective evidence and the objective evidence 
generated are harmonised and inform the importance of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality 
(see section 3.2.10 of chapter three). 
 
To access the meaning of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality, I established, as Ritchie and 
Lewis (2003) recommend, a rapport between the participants and myself. This is because 
qualitative research allows me to come face to face with my data sources. In addition, 
qualitative research allows the experts to depict their experiences in their own words, and 
following their own sense of what is important and relevant to them. This allows me to depict 
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these experiences in a consistent and coherent manner. This is because, as Mason (2002) 
mentions, subjective meanings are negotiated socially. 
 
My intention in using qualitative research is to rely on the participants’ own experiences and 
perceptions about ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. I use social constructionism as the 
epistemological basis of my Doctorate. This is because in the constructionist view, as 
Cresswell (1998 and 2003) argues, meaning is not discovered but constructed, then 
developed and transmitted in the social context. This allows for the meaningful reality to 
depend on participants’ practices. This means that the reality is constructed in and out of the 
interaction between human beings and their world as they engage with the world they are 
interpreting. The meanings and understandings are constructed and informed by the social 
interaction between the participants and myself during the interview process. This 
epistemological view is based on the assumption, as argued by Crotty (1998 and 2003), that 
knowledge is the result of the interaction and relationship between the knower and the known. 
 
The design of my Doctorate is based on an epistemology, as Mason (2002) explains, which 
argues that knowledge can be known through cultural and social settings, where claims 
and/or assumptions are constructed. I am committed to understand socially how and why 
experts construct their perceptions about ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. The data 
presented and analysed in my Doctorate illustrate these epistemological views.  
 
To exemplify this, a documentary-based systems analysis and design methodology including 
suitable, valid and reliable data analysis methods have been directed to investigating 
systematisation of quality of higher education in the world. I did so through researching 
current operations in development of quality across national, regional and international 
boundaries. My investigation reached the conclusion that establishing The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is the final stage of the Doctorate systematisation 
process to create this systematisation (see section 1.5 of chapter one and section 2.8 of chapter 
two and section 6.4.7 of chapter six and section 7.4.7 of chapter seven and see chapter nine). 
This proposed organisation is to be located within the United Nations. However, the research 
proposed UN organisation would not be a substitutive organisation for national and/or 
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regional agencies and networks of quality but would complement them by creating 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world.  
 
3.2.3 Research Questions 
 
Chapter one has identified the rationale for conducting this investigation due to the absence 
of the international quality and the problems resulting from this absence particularly on 
developing countries. The most notably issues are mutual recognitions and memoranda of 
understanding, the poor reputation and absence of trust in higher education qualifications in 
developing countries in compare to developed countries. In addition to these is the crisis that 
this gap can increase the numbers of unemployment in developing countries due to lack of 
trust in graduates’ qualifications. Also the need for harmonising and fulfilling the 
international picture of quality in the world by creating the international level is another issue. 
Moreover, the need to investigate how the new international level of quality will work and 
how it will be governed the matter which creates the need to construct this and sort out these 
problems and meet this gap further. The expected outcomes and benefits of answering these 
questions and overcoming these problems and meeting this gap could have strategic impact 
of global scale on the economic, political and social life of people in all countries.  
 
As the developing countries are not alone in facing these problems (although of the fatal and 
dreadful negative impact on these countries), the research draws upon the wider international 
experience of quality and examines their current operations and development in the 
developed and developing countries and regions around the world. This can create global 
impact for the research implications resulted from answering the research questions. The 
main compound question of this research is to investigate the need for systematisation of 
quality. Having the investigation proved that there is a need for systematisation of quality, 
the research question seeks further interrogation on how a theorisation for establishing a 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the systematic structure 
of the UN can be articulated. Specifically, the research addresses six questions: four questions 
interrogate the research first phase of systems analysis; and the other two questions 
interrogate the research second phase of systems design. This is because the investigation of 




Questions of the research first phase (chapters 2 - 12)  
The first phase of systems analysis within this research interrogates the following four 
questions. 
 
1. What are the current operations characterising the development of quality?  
2. What is the nature of the evidence that current operations of quality are, or are not, 
adequate for systematisation?  
3. Is there a need to create and operate a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality?  
4. What are the strengths of arguments that the characteristics of the UN and UNESCO 
can assist in creating and operating a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality?  
 
Questions of the research second phase (chapters 13 - 14) 
Having the investigation of the research first phase (systems analysis) proved that there is a 
need for systematisation of Quality, the research second phase of systems design interrogates 
the following two questions. 
1. What is the theorisation of establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality?  
2. What is the future of systematisation of Quality? 
 
3.2.4 Research Aims and Objectives 
 
The main compound aim of this research, therefore, is to investigate (in the light of the 
international context of quality in general and the research case studies of the UK and Egypt 
in particular) the need for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Having the investigation 
proved that there is a need for systematisation, the research compound aim penetrates further 
attainment to articulate a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN. Based on a documentary systems 
analysis and design methodology, seven objectives guide the two phases of this research. 
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Five objectives lead the research first phase of systems analysis and the other two objectives 
illuminate the research second phase of systems design. These are as follows.  
 
Objectives of the research first phase (chapters 2 - 12) 
The research first phase of systems analysis targets the following five objectives. 
1. Investigating current operations characterising the development of quality.   
2. Analysing the nature and characteristics of regional agencies and networks of quality.  
3. Assessing the nature of the evidence that current operations of quality are, or are not, 
adequate and suitable for internationalisation.  
4. Arguing how the nature and characteristics of the UN and UNESCO can assist in 
creating and operating Systematisation of Quality with indicating the strengths of arguments 
that they should do so.  
5. Assessing the need for creating and operating the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality.  
 
Objectives of the research second phase (chapters 13 - 14)  
Having the investigation of the research first phase of systems analysis proved that there is a 
need for systematisation of quality, the research second phase (systems design) tries to 
achieve the following two objectives. 
6. Theorising the process of establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality. 
7. Envisioning the future of systematisation of quality. 
 
3.2.5 The Methodological Stance of the Research 
 
I have previously indicated in chapter one that there is no best or super methodology. The 
best methodology is the one that suites the nature of the research interrogation, its aims and 
objectives. This means that the most suitable to the nature of the research, the supreme the 
methodology is. However, the recent history of educational research has been dominated by 
the apparent conflict between positivist and interpretivist paradigms perceived as mutually 
antagonistic ideal-types. Yet, both traditions are essentially concerned with understanding 
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phenomena but through two different lenses (Ernest, 1994; Oakley, 2000; Pring, 2000; Cohen 
et al., 2007; Ritchie and Lewis, 2007; and Thomas, 2009). 
 
Bryman (2008) distinguishes between two main ontological positions: objectivism, which is 
closely linked to positivism and natural science disciplines, and constructivism, which is 
closely linked to interpretivism and social science research. This study adopts an interpretive 
approach as the researcher considers that people have an active role in constructing social 
reality and social structures and that categories and concepts within society are socially 
constructed, and these phenomena are in a state of flux as people and society change. Located 
within an interpretive methodology, this research seeks to understand the perceptions of 
participants (administrative and academic staff) on the need for systematisation of quality 
and articulating a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN. I recognize that participants may 
have different views or definitions on the research realisation as they may seek to make sense 
of or interpret these phenomena. I considered this recognition and I sent the interview 
schedule accompanied with the chapter of the research design and methodology to the 
participants before running the interviews for avoiding ambiguities and achieve strong and 
deep clarifications.  
 
The qualitative methodology is viewed as suitable as I consider that there are multiple 
interpretations on events and situations (Quality worldwide and the need for a United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality), and that reality may be complicated for anyone 
who is not specialised in quality. With this sense, writers (Sparkes 1992; Ernest, 1994; 
Randor, 1994; Usher; 1996; Smeyers, 2001; Robson, 2002; Alexander, 2006; Black, 2006; 
Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006; and Cohen et al., 2007) conclude that an interpretive approach 
is primarily concerned with human understanding, interpretation and intersubjectivity in 
essence lived experience or lived truth in its natural social context from the standpoint of 
individuals who are part of the on-going action being investigated. 
 
However, subjectivity can be an issue in qualitative research. For this as Denzin and Lincoln 
(2000) advised, I take my precautions to overcome the risk of bias and subjectivity in largely 
qualitative forms of enquiry. These include: gathering multiple view points; and cross-
63 
 
referencing cases within the sample together with other precautions to enhance validity and 
reliability and ensure rigour of the research analysis and implications discussed explicitly 
later in the research.  
 
According to Usher (1996) researchers as interpreters must recognize their situatedness and 
must sometimes temporarily set aside their meanings, suspend their subjectivity, and assume 
the attitude of disinterested views. Usher goes further arguing that researchers cannot escape 
from their pre-understandings even temporarily. Far from being closed prejudices or biases, 
their pre-understandings, make them more open-minded as they are put at risk, tested and 
modified through the encounter with what they are trying to understand. So researchers 
should use them as the essential starting point for acquiring knowledge rather than bracketing 
them. Guba (1990) adds that knowledge is a human construction which is never certifiable 
as ultimately true but problematic and ever changing. If there are always many interpretations 
that can be made in an enquiry, and if there is no way by which the ultimate truth or falsity 
of these interpretations can be determined, so the researcher should take the position of a 
relativist, where relativism is the key to openness and the continuing search for generating 
one or a few constructions on which there is substantial consensus. Following Usher (1996), 
I have used my pre-understandings as the starting point for acquiring knowledge and was 
open-minded whilst conducting the study in the sense that those pre-understandings were put 
at risk, tested and modified through the research. Thus, I attempted as Thomas (2009) 
recommended to recognize my pre-understandings and sought to ensure that the research was 
conducted in such a way to avoid those pre-understandings becoming a determinant in the 
study. 
 
3.2.6 Case Study  
 
In this context and in the light of the taxonomy of method in the operation of quality set out 
in chapter two, it was decided to enhance the systems analysis part of the thesis through 
conducting two national case studies of quality in action, one in a country with a ‘developed’ 
higher education system, quality regime and economy (the UK) and the other in a 
‘developing’ higher education system, quality regime and economy (Egypt) (OEDC, 2007).  
In particular, the aim was to depict in these contrasting settings how quality is being 
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conducted in terms of the seven levels of activity set out in Figure 9 (shaping the research 
design and methodology) in chapter four.  
 
There are several reasons for selecting a case study approach. Case studies examine 
relationships between cause and effect but do not claim to establish a direct causal link. A 
strength point is that they enable researchers to observe effects in real contexts, recognizing 
that context is a powerful determinant of both causes and effects. Cohen et al. (2007) add 
another strength point that they provide fine-grain detail and are a means for seeing situations 
through the eyes of participants. They are widely used in organizational studies in the social 
sciences (Meyer, 2001). Classified under flexible design research, they are preferred as they 
have the advantage of using mixed-methods, often yielding quantitative and qualitative data, 
although qualitative data are almost invariably collected (Robson, 2002). Furthermore, Yin 
(2003) and Denscombe (2007) finalise that the multiplicity of the variables and sources of 
evidence that characterise a case study inquiry are a holistic approach which investigates the 
case as a whole, recognizing its real-life context, rather than dealing with isolated factors. 
 
After a review of the literature, initial analysis of policy documents on current operations in 
the development of quality in the UK and Egypt and deciding the theoretical framework of 
the research (quality and its operations across national, regional and international 
boundaries), the research case study approach operated in two cycles: cycle one focused on 
the UK (University of Exeter) and cycle two on Egypt (Mansoura University) with the 
intention of getting insights from a comparative perspective not for comparative reason but 
to generate knowledge that can illustrate information on assessing the need for a United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. It took the researcher around six months 
to conduct the field work in both countries with the UK field work conducted across June, 
July and August 2009, and Egypt field work conducted in September, October and November 
2009. This shows that the research case studies using interviews and document analysis are 
very time and resource intensive. However; the output is worthwhile in terms of the evidence 
and rich data generated from such an approach. 
 
Case study has been chosen as a complementary methodological approach to strengthen and 
deepen the analysis of assessing the need for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. While 
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the rest of the research examines this need in general, the research case studies in the UK and 
Egypt investigate this need deeply through a seven-level model of analysis. The optimisation 
of this approach can create consistency and harmonisation (in case of agreement) between 
the naturally occurring data (in the research theoretical framework) and the generated data 
through interviews with administrative and academic participants from the UK and Egypt, or 
can create a rigorous discussion and debate in case of disagreement. The case study approach 
can be logic to underpin the research design (Mason, 2002). 
 
Following this complementary approach, the research two case studies constitute a detailed 
investigation of the perceptions of administrative and academic staff in two institutions 
(University of Exeter in the UK and Mansoura University in Egypt) on the need for 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality, with a view to articulate a theorisation (in case that 
there is a need for systematisation of quality) for establishing a United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN. Interviews were conducted 
with staff for this reason, with a view to conduct analysis of the context and processes 
involved in the phenomenon under study. The selected cases have enabled me to develop 
detailed knowledge of the experience of participants on the research topic and an examination 
of the strengths and weaknesses of the existing systems of quality. Following this leaded to 
an identification of the research analysis and implications.  
 
Building on the analysis from the available sources, the research two case studies used two 
kinds of data: naturally occurring data through documents and generated data through the 
research interviews and face to face open survey questionnaire. In following the methodology 
of the thesis, I have to draw on a range of sources all of which partial understanding the larger 
system and in doing so, they reflect the current operations in the development of quality in 
the UK and Egypt. These are the available sources right now. 
 
The institutions of the research two case studies are represented in the University of Exeter 
in the UK and Mansoura University in Egypt (as these were the institutions to which I had 
access and feasible for research). One university in each country was chosen to discuss seven 
levels of analysis starting with the individual level and ending with the world level. The 
Graduate School of Education, University of Exeter was chosen from the UK context. Faculty 
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of Education, Mansoura University was chosen from the Egyptian context. Both of the two 
universities are sufficient to be good examples of their higher education systems, as they have 
similarities in that both of them are regional-located universities, governmental institutions 
and that they are not based in the capitals, and have differences in that they represent two 
contrasting contexts. Both of the two universities perform the duties the other universities in 
the two countries do of teaching and learning, research and community service. 
 
Both of two cases constitute contrasting rich stories across the seven-level of analysis which 
strengthens the overall execution of systems analysis in this study. I conducted these two 
case studies with face to face semi-structured interviews with administrative and academic 
staff. The interviewees of the UK are administrative staff while the interviewees of Egypt are 
academic staff. The reason why the experts in the UK context were administrative staff and 
the experts in the Egyptian context were academic staff is that: the three roles of universities 
represented in the quality of the three branches of teaching and learning, research and 
community outreach and knowledge transfer are administered separately by administrative 
staff in the University of Exeter, while they are administered collectively by academic staff 
in Mansoura University. In the UK, three of four experts were from the administration of the 
University of Exeter representing one expert for quality in teaching and learning, one expert 
for the quality of research, one expert for the quality of community outreach and knowledge 
transfer; and the fourth expert was from the administration of the Graduate School of 
Education, University of Exeter representing the administration of quality in the school 
across the three branches. In Egypt the four experts interviewed operate quality in Mansoura 
University through managing Quality Assurance Unit (QAU) in Faculty of Education and 
Quality Assurance Centre (QAC) in Mansoura University. 
 
The analysis of the collected data followed different levels of development to represent 
informed stories in every case. Both of the two stories have the same levels of analytical 
development. However, the two stories are not separated from each other. The analysis of 
the data indicates that the UK experience influenced the Egyptian context. Even when 
regional networks of quality started to emerge, the UK influence on Egypt continued. This 





 The case studies are primarily documentary in method. However, they used semi-structured 
interviews (see Appendix A) with a purpose to supply analytical system information to 
supplement lacks of information and gaps in knowledge of the documentary sources. In 
addition, the intellectual contribution of my network relations with academic staff in both the 
University of Exeter and Mansoura University regarding the research topic contributed as a 
pilot investigation prior to the research fieldwork. The first task of the research interviews 
was to analyse the responses of the participants according to seven levels of analysis. In the 
areas of lack of information and gap in knowledge, the second task was to analyse the web 
sites of the Graduate School of Education, University of Exeter in the UK and the web site 
of the Faculty of Education, Mansoura University in Egypt. However, when the web site of 
the Egyptian context did not cover all the required information, field visits to the actual sites 
were conducted from the researcher. The process of reviewing the web sites was started by 
consulting official sources of information about the structure of quality in each context. From 
these, the naming conventions to identify different levels of institution were identified. 
Various web pages were then used to identify the actual processes of quality. These processes 
came from various sources, both official and unofficial: search engine university categories; 
individually maintained lists; and government information pages. It had been decided to 
focus upon the research aspect and, therefore, only to include the web pages with a significant 
research profile. Such a selection criteria would produce a useful investigation. Indeed, at the 
UK context there is published explicit information about the current operations of quality. It 
was necessary to invest significant time to decide this issue because of the differing structures 
and naming systems for quality in the two contexts.  
 
An initial selection procedure had to be employed to make the task of analysing the websites 
manageable. This rather arbitrary decision was necessary to reduce the data to a manageable 
level and was arrived at after an initial survey. Following this step, the contexts were 
examined individually. The examination involved visiting selected institutional web sites for 
self-descriptive information, particularly about teaching and learning, research and 
community outreach and knowledge transfer; and attempting to find authoritative 
information sources for quality. Once the operations had been finalised, the next stage was 
to analyse their web site sizes. The Internet does offer access and is a promising new resource. 
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The first question to be asked about the search engine data was how well it matched reality. 
To decide this, selected sites were visited to judge whether the results were correct. The 
manual check was also used to ascertain whether there were any identifiable linguistic or 
technological factors influencing the degree of site coverage by the search engines. This gives 
greater importance of the coverage of web sites within the two boundaries.    
 
Both of the investigation findings from the documentary analysis and the generalisation from 
the interviews confirm each other. The findings are based on data from documents, academic 
literature, the web sites of the two universities and qualitative interviews with eight key 
experts, four experts for each context. In addition to the interviews I examined institutional 
documents at both paper-based and electronic-based sites and visited the actual sites. Data 
derived from the interviews constitutes an important source for the current operations in the 
development of quality in the UK and Egypt. The methodological approach is inspired by 
the methods of qualitative case studies (Stake, 1995; Pring, 2000; Silverman, 2000; Gubrium 
and Holstein, 2001; Silverman, 2001; Trochim, 2001; Legard, 2003; Rubin and Rubin, 2005; 
Flick, 2006; and Schostak, 2006). The type of representation the case study revealed is 
advanced as it is not found in the literature. However, when it comes to Exeter, it is a kind of 
institution which operates quality very intensively in the three domains. Exeter is a good 




In the research case studies the UK has been chosen, as quality is operated by the Quality 
Assurance Agency (QAA) representing a well-established enhanced system, contrasting with 
quality in Egypt which many reports have recommended required development of wider 
impact to allow the National Authority for Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Education 
(NAQAAE) more autonomy and flexibility (Said, 2001; Fahim and Sami, 2009; and OECD, 
2010). British consultants have also been involved in establishing quality in Egypt (QAAP, 
2007a) and thus the context in Egypt under influence of the UK context, which allow 
conducting a rich analysis and interpretation. This helps also in the research investigation as 
it combines evidences from two contrasting contexts in two different regions beside the 
evidences accumulated from the research theoretical framework. Thus, I aimed to take the 
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perceptions of participants from the UK and Egypt on the need for systematisation of quality 
and create a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality. Identifying these perceptions is thought to be helpful and rich as quality in the 
UK is well-established whereas it is still under development in Egypt. The intention is to use 
the experience of the UK and Egypt to generate knowledge for proposing implications aimed 
at completing the international building of quality worldwide.  
 
Non-probability sampling was adopted as I have deliberately chosen the two universities 
(University of Exeter and Mansoura University) in the two countries (the UK and Egypt). 
This choice is due to several reasons: (1) I have chosen the University of Exeter because 
access to staff is easier as I am a doctoral researcher at this University; (2) Mansoura 
University was chosen as it is famous and one of the biggest universities in Egypt; (3) the 
research is very ambitious and thus it tried to start first with the findings of the research first 
phase before moving to the second phase, and choosing these two countries facilitates and 
harmonises this transition; (4) expense and time are limited on a PhD programme and that is 
why only two cases were selected for deep and detailed study; (5) non-probability sampling 
is suitable for case studies as they are feasible and rational; (6) purposive sampling has been 
used to access experts, i.e. those with in-depth knowledge about quality; and (7) both of the 
two universities of the research sample participated in the operations of quality in their 
respective countries. 
 
The sampling process is based on qualitative dimension. It is not the numbers that affect the 
quality of generated information but the expertise and familiarity. Thus I conducted 
interviews with the experts who operate quality in the two universities. The initial plan was 
to interview four administrative and academic staff in each university. However, more 
interviews (face to face open survey questionnaire with 51 experts from Egypt) have been 
conducted as the researcher decided continuing interviewing experts in the context of Egypt 
as long as the naturally occurring data are not enough to cover the required information, due 
to the regime of quality in Egypt is still under development. Snowball sampling was also 
utilized as experts from the two contexts were asked to recommend administrative and 
academic staff involved/interested in the operations and development of quality in the two 
universities (Cohen et al., 2007). In the University of Exeter, interviews were conducted with 
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particularity to the operations of quality in the Graduate School of Education. The same 
approach was adopted in Mansoura University with particularity to the operations of quality 
in Faculty of Education. However, choosing these two sampling cases in these two particular 
sampling countries does not affect negatively the generalisation of the research implications. 
This because I analysed quality in the two cases across seven levels of analysis covering the 
individual level, programme level, department/faculty level, institutional level, national 
level, regional level and the international level. This model of analysis generated knowledge 
of connectedness, consistency and correlated nature that bring into combination the relation 
between the individual and international context and the co-between contexts. Because of the 
breadth and depth of the research unique typological scale analysis across seven levels, the 
research generalizability could have positive impact and applicability on the seven levels of 
analysis across national, regional and international boundaries.   
 
Although Stensaker (2003) and Kis (2005) point out the precautions should be taken into 
considerations concerning the possibility of managers having an interest in creating a 
successful image of quality management to show a good impression of their own efforts, a 
mixed sample of administrative and academic staff was approached for two main reasons. 
First, the operations of quality are operated by the administration in the University of Exeter 
in the UK. Second, the academic staff operate quality in Mansoura University in Egypt. This 
created an additional feature to strengthen and deepen the contrast of the research contexts 
for adding a more value to the research analysis and interpretations. Furthermore, having a 
mixed sample allows for comparing the generated data from administrative staff with the 
generated data from academics. This can happen through comparing the perceptions of 
participants of the two contexts on issues under investigation. It is worth mentioning that in 
both cases, the administrative staff in the case of the UK hold high posts in operating quality 
in the Graduate School of Education and in the University of Exeter while academic staff in 
the case of Egypt hold posts doing teaching and research with management of (QAU) in 






The process of data collection and data analysis raised issues about the representativeness 
and generalizability. This process generated three types of representativeness and 
generalizability. The first type is representational, where the first, second and third levels of 
analysis on the current operations in the development of internal quality in the Graduate 
School of Education in the University of Exeter in the UK, and in Faculty of Education, 
Mansoura University in Egypt can be applied on the other faculties and schools in the two 
universities. The second type is referential, where the fourth level of analysis on the current 
operations in the development of quality in the University of Exeter in the UK and Mansoura 
University in Egypt can be applied on the other universities in the two countries. The third 
type is theoretical, where the fifth level of analysis on the current operations in the 
development of quality in the UK and Egypt can be applied on the other countries. This draws 
a conclusion that representativeness and generalizability in social institutions oppose that 
within computer system. In engineering, computer and IT, systems representativeness and 
generalizability are theoretical, but in these social institutions the case studies reveal that 
there are three levels of representativeness and generalizability (representational, referential 
and theoretical) due to the social factor in the contexts. 
 
The extent to which the findings of this study can be applied to people or settings more widely 
may be interrogative (Fraenkel and Wallen, 1993). Although the research fieldwork used the 
non-probability sampling, the research is in a strong position to make generalisations. The 
breaths and depth of the research unique way of a seven-level analysis typology creates this 
strong position. While the purpose of generalization is attached to the logic and power of 
probability sampling, in-depth understanding is attached to non-probability sampling (Patton, 
2002). According to the research analysis typology, I argue that the proposals and 
implications of this study can be implemented in the seven levels of analysis across national, 
regional and international boundaries. This is due to the similarities between the seven levels 
of analysis in the UK with the similar levels in the developed countries, and the similarities 
between the seven levels of analysis in Egypt and the similar levels in the developing 
countries, following similar legislative framework respectively on quality. So, the case of the 
UK represented in the University of Exeter and the case of Egypt represented in Mansoura 
University might be a typical case, as proposed in Denscombe (2002), with similarities that 




3.2.7 Data/information Collection Methods 
 
The choice of data collection methods depends on the nature of research questions, research 
context, research structure and research timeframe (Charmaz, 2006). In this research, the 
selected data collection methods include: generated knowledge through meetings and 
discussions with my supervisors; conduct of interviews in the two case study countries; 
intellectual contribution of my network relations; and my intellectual analytical perspective 
and contribution on the documentary systems analysis methodology including methods 




Documents and semi-structured interviews have been used as the principal methods of 
data/information collection. The research has used a combination of different methods to map 
out and explain more fully, the richness and complexity of human behaviour. The aim is to 
study phenomena from more than one standpoint as a way of gaining different insights into 
the same situation (Yin, 2003; Cohen et al., 2007; and Lacey and Luff, 2007). I have collected 
government policy documents, guidelines, reports and much of the broader academic 
literature on current operations in the development of quality across national, regional and 
international boundaries in general; and documents from the selected universities to cover 
the research two case studies in particular.  
 
The research depends on the naturally occurring knowledge in its data collection methods.  
Examples of naturally occurring data include: key policy documents from agencies and 
organisations of quality; key policy documents from the IAU, OECD, the World Bank, the 
INQAAHE, the UN system and UNESCO; reports on quality from governmental and non-
governmental organizations; broader academic literature; and key policy documents from 
institutional and national reports, books and bulletins. The main languages used in the 




An important goal of this research was to produce a valid and reliable documentary analysis. 
Accumulating a large amount of documentary data was targeted in order to produce a 
rigorous interpretation and construction of current operations in the development of quality, 
derived from documentary systems analysis methodology. Many of these documents and 
reports are found and published on the web sites of HEIs, agencies and networks of quality, 
IAU, OECD, The World Bank, the INQAAHE, the UN system and UNESCO. Some of these 
documents, reports and much of the broader academic literature are found in libraries of the 
University of Exeter. The important sources are found at the library of the Institute of 
Education, University of London, and on the Internet.  
 
Choosing between policy documents, governmental and non-governmental documents, 
reports and broader academic literature depends primarily on which type of data is best 
illuminates the research topic, drawing on practical considerations and the ontological and 
epistemological orientation of the research. I depended on these documents due to: the nature 
of the research questions, aims and objectives; the research subject matter (I needed to 
understand complex settings and issues of a national, regional and international nature in 
parallel with the settings of the related case studies); and the theories, policies, practices, 
structures and systems addressed in the research.  An explanation was required of the seven-
level settings of quality in the UK and Egypt as well as regional and international initiatives 
from agencies and networks such as IAU, OECD, the World Bank, the INQAAHE, the UN 
system and UNESCO. These latter organisations denote that research systems and settings 




Semi-structured interviews have been used as a complementary method of data collection on 
the perceptions of administrative and academic staff on the need for Systematisation of 
Quality, and according to Breakwell (2006) a systematic approach has been adopted in their 
description, conduct and analysis to maximize the chance of securing meaningful, valid and 
reliable conclusions. Although the interviewer using this technique has some established 
questions for investigation, the method allows for exploring emergent themes and ideas. As 
Arksey and Knight (1999) point out, I used a standardized schedule but I was free to pursue 
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and probe for novel and relevant information through additional questions (see Appendix A) 
Strength points of the face to face semi-structured interviews in this study are that first, they 
offered the possibility of modifying the line of enquiry, following up interesting responses 
and investigating underlying motives. Second, they provided non-verbal clues which helped 
in understanding the verbal response, possibly changing or even, in extreme cases, reversing 
its meaning. Third, they provide rich and highly illuminating material compared with other 
methods of data collection. Fourth, the interviewer could explain misunderstandings, as the 
same question may have different meanings to different people. Robson (2002) and Cohen 
et al. (2007) argue that interviews are better than questionnaires for handling more difficult 
and open-ended questions such as those included in this study. Fifth, interviews enabled me 
to gather information that could not be obtained by other methods. Surveys, for example, 
might offer mass data about a particular issue but they lack the depth of understanding that 
interviews provide (Tierney and Dilley, 2002), and the UK case study is an example of this. 
The operations of quality in the UK are well-established and there are massive surveys and 
reports conducted. Interviews come to strengthen and deepen the understanding of this case 
by focusing on certain issues and dimensions related to the research area. A different and 
contrast example is that the operations of quality in Egypt are still under development and 
only few reports cover these operations. So the research interviews in Egypt met the gap in 
knowledge and lack in information by generating knowledge on areas of lacks not covered 
by the reports, surveys or even by the broader academic literature. That is why the research 
case study in Egypt was specified by a face to face open survey questionnaire with 51 key 
experts to bridge this gap.  A sixth and final major strength point of interviews is what Gal 
et al. (2003) point out of their adaptability, as researchers can follow up answers to obtain 
more information as well as clarifying vague statements. They are also helpful in building 
trust and rapport with respondents, making it possible to obtain information that the 
interviewee probably would not reveal through other methods. 
 
However, there are issues with interviews. They are money and time-consuming and require 
careful preparation. Notes have to be written up; tapes transcribed, taking much time, 
especially with conducting interviews in a highly contrasted and dispersed contexts. Analysis 
of these transcriptions is also time-eater. However, I had good closure skills and was able to 
go back to the questions on schedule. Although the main issue of interviews is being time-
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consuming, Robson (2002) argues that time-consuming issue can be overcome by time 
planning. In spite of this, time planning requires a researcher of a crucial skill of successful 
enquiry in all research, and that the breadth and depth of the data generated from the research 
interviews in the UK and Egypt is worth the time, money and effort. 
 
Considering the argument of Gal et al. (2003) and Cohen et al. (2007) that interviews are 
prone to subjectivity and bias on the part of the interviewer, several precautions have been 
taken to avoid these. I used established questions and that these questions have been asked 
in the same order. The fact that the interviewer is, to some extent, an insider in both places 
helped build trust and rapport between interviewees and the researcher and facilitated the 
flow of data. Most important, participants were assured that there is no wrong or right answer; 
it is their perceptions which matters. 
 
Further attention was paid to the construction of the interview schedule. First, I began to 
simplify my research questions (e.g. this research investigates the need for systematisation 
of quality via articulating a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN: What is your comment on the need 
for creating this new era of international development? into a form of ( series of questions) 
that can be used with interviewees (e.g. 1- Do you see that current operations in the 
development of quality are in need for Systematisation? 2- What is your impression on that 
establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can create a highly 
international quality higher education of national relevance and global significance? What is 
your comment on establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
within the structure of the UN for conducting international accreditation to HEIs across the 
globe? I began with a wide range of questions with a direct bearing on my research with 
questions about the need for internationalisation of quality. I listed all the questions I thought 
needed answering, compiling them into three dimensions including: teaching and learning, 
research and community outreach and knowledge transfer, constituting a long schedule. 
Thus, I began to sort through them, deleting any unlikely to contribute towards answering 
my research questions. I grouped the questions concerned with the same topic and then 
checked that the range of questions with which I have left was sufficient to cover the topic 
thoroughly. Having made sure that the range of questions was sufficient as Arksey and 
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Knight (1999) indicate, I revised individual questions so that the schedule used main 
questions to begin and guide the conversation with follow up questions to pursue 
implications. Probes were used, asking participants as Drever (1995) and Warren (2002) 
point out to clarify and explain and also prompts directed towards what may have been 
overlooked. Overall, the schedule of the research interviews in the UK and Egypt is intended 
to have a logical sequence to allow interviewees develop a coherent pattern of thought on the 
need for a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for using this 
generated knowledge; and thought on a seven level analysis typology starting from the 
individual level and ending with the international level. 
 
-  Pilot Research 
 
I learned much from the experience of data collection period, and as Breakwell (2006) argues 
that properly conducted pilot work pays off, as an early version of investigation on the need 
for systematisation of quality and articulating theorisation for establishing a United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality was piloted in February 2008 through face to 
face conversations with three academic staff from the University of Exeter in the UK and 
through telephone conversations with three academic staff from higher education in Egypt. 
This piloting and early investigation work minimizes the risk of finding part-way through the 
study that a vital issue has been ignored or that certain questions cannot be understood. 
 
There are several lessons learned from the research piloting and early investigation methods 
for data collection. First, I learned from this early investigation that interviewing for 
collecting data should be quite different from ordinary conversations, requiring skills of being 
an active listener, the ability of taking notes while listening and not impose my ideas (to keep 
neutral and avoid bias) on the interviewees. Second, I learned also that the interviewer should 
have the ability to use probes and follow up questions to discover further information and 
follow up new emergent themes and/or issues. Third, I learned that the manipulation of 
quality in the University of Exeter is in the hand of the administration while the manipulation 
of quality in the case of Egypt is in the hand of academic staff, the matter that not only should 
be taken into my consideration but also constitutes a deeply contrasting two different contexts 
as an area for strong and deep interpretation across the breadth and depth of the research 
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seven levels of analysis typology. Fourth, I learned that it is better to send first (and before 
conducting the interview) an updated version of the interview schedule accompanied with 
additional explicit information on the nature and process of my research to the participants 
for preparing themselves, familiarising themselves with the research topic and deepening 
their thought, the matter which could attain the aimed impact of the knowledge generated 
rather than surprising the participants with the interview schedule. Fifth and most important, 
I learned that it is necessary for the research to specify separately the case of Egypt by 
conducting face to face open survey questionnaire with experts in quality to meet the lack 
and gap of information and knowledge resulted from the limited number of reports and 
surveys of quality in Egypt as the operations are new and still under development. This 
creates more depth to add more contrast to the research two different contexts. The two 
pictures of the research two contexts are different. The information and knowledge covering 
quality in the research two contexts of the UK and Egypt are not the same. The UK context 
is rich and full of reports, surveys and the broader academic literature. This may be due to 
the high and rich level of research in the UK, and because that quality in the UK is well-
established while quality in Egypt is still in the stage of development. Also the nature of 
research in Egypt and the level of its quality may be questionable. That is why I decided to 
bridge this gab and meet this lack through singling the case of Egypt with a face to face open 
survey questionnaire with 51 experts in quality as a need arises to do that, and not to do the 
same thing with the case of the UK as no need arises.    
 
Note taking were used to decide on a preferred method for providing adequate data. Tape 
recording was realised to be better (as Gal et al., 2003 argued) when conducting the research 
main interviews as it is possible to gain insights into how interviewees handled questions and 
become aware of problems that escaped them during the interview itself. However, I realised 
that the use of tape recording will not eliminate the need for notes but it has more advantage 
(as Patton, 2002 clarified) in that it allows me to concentrate with the research participants 
and being strategic instead in being busy and spending the time in taking notes. In addition 





The research piloting and early investigation methods of data collection helped in devising 
my final interview schedule. Preliminary data generated through piloting gave valuable 
insights which aided the preparation of the final interview schedule. Having that mix of 
respondents added more value since their different cultures enriched the data and gave deep 
insights to the researcher, as there are variations in the operations of quality in the research 
two case studies in the UK and Egypt. Based on the results of the research piloting and early 
investigation methods of data collection, the final version of the interview schedule was 
prepared after a full review of the broader literature and analysis of policy documents on 
current operations on the development of quality across national, regional and international 
boundaries to connect the research two case studies with the research global picture of 
quality, reflecting the evolving nature of qualitative research. 
 
Going in parallel with what Teijlingen (2002) point out, the research piloting and early 
investigation methods of data collection are beneficial in several ways. First, they develop 
and test the adequacy of the research instruments. Second, they explore and identify logistical 
problems which might happen using proposed methods. Third, they collect preliminary data. 
Fourth, they assess the proposed data analysis techniques to uncover potential problems. Fifth 
and finally, they provided me with the opportunity of modifying the words and the order of 
the questions according to the provided feedback. Having reached the final version of the 
research main interview schedule, interviews were conducted between June and November 
2009 in the UK and Egypt, with a notice that each case took three months respectively. 
 
3.2.8 Data/information Analysis Procedures 
 
Data analysis is the most challenging and exciting stage of conducting qualitative research, 
and is reliant on the creativity and the intelligence of the researcher (Riessman, 1993). The 
research data analysis process is documentary, accompanied with a complementary face to 
face semi-structured interviews analysis, and develops seven complementary and distinctive 
levels for investigating current national, regional and international operations of quality.  




- Intellectual Analysis 
 
 Intellectual analysis is the researcher’s intellectual analytical contribution in relation to the 
available research resources and materials so as to create, interpretatively and critically, an 
original and significant intellectual contribution to knowledge. The overall intellectual 
analysis underpins several specific perspectives. The intellectual analysis in this research 
depicts also the different perspectives of experts from the UK and Egypt. As required in this 
investigation, the generated data from interviews provided significant interpretations on both 
current operations in the development of quality in the UK and Egypt and assessing whether 
there is a need for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality.  
 
- Conversation Analysis 
 
Conversation analysis occurred in this research through the discussions with my supervisors 
and my network relations as a contribution generating, interpretatively and critically, an 
original and significant intellectual contribution to knowledge around the research topic. 
 
- Documentary Analysis 
 
Documentary analysis is the careful examination of documents and their content in order to 
draw conclusions about the social circumstances in which the documents are produced and 
read (Bloor and Wood, 2006). Its main techniques include: content analysis in order to 
describe the characteristics of the documents; interpretative analysis in order to explore the 
meaning within the content; and critical analysis in order to focus on the relationship between 
the documents and the aspects of social structures (Ibid). It involves also the examination of 
the related research settings and issues via governmental and non-governmental 
documentations, books, reports, bulletins and broader academic literature covering national, 
regional, international levels in order to generate interpretatively and critically an original 
and significant interpretation on current operations in the development of national, regional 




Document analysis has been used as a primary source to analyse policy documents and 
reports on current operations in the development of quality across national, regional and 
international boundaries generally and across the UK and Egypt particularly. These help 
address the research questions by giving breadth and depth of the collected data and 
combination of methods to combine between the naturally occurring data from documents, 
reports and the broader literature and the generated data from the research interviews.  Such 
data is analysed systematically recognizing that not all material may be made available. 
Although document analysis can be time consuming, its advantages are that data are 
relatively inexpensive but can provide a good source of background knowledge and identify 
issues not noted by other means. 
 
While a case study approach is mainly concerned with understanding phenomenon within its 
context, document analysis is helpful in clarifying context. Data naturally occurred from 
available documents have been grouped into four categories: first is the historical background 
of the context of quality across national, regional and international levels generally and across 
the UK and Egypt particularly; second is the current operations in the development of quality 
in the research levels respectively; third is the strengths existed and challenges facing quality 
across the research levels; and fourth is the required reforms that should take place in quality 
to complete the global picture of quality worldwide.  
 
- Case Studies Analysis 
 
The research builds an evidence base allowing review and assessment how the system under 
analysis (quality) behaves in order, potentially, to propose an original systems design.  
Documentary analysis is complemented by detailed interrogation through case studies of the 
current setting of quality in two countries. Bloor and Wood (2006) argue that case study is a 
strategy of research that explores a bounded system, aiming to understand social phenomena 
within a single or small number of naturally occurring settings, with a purpose to provide 
understanding and description through a detailed example or setting in order to generate or 
test particular theories. Case studies usually proceed by the researcher providing a description 
of the settings, searching for themes, aggregating data into themes and comparing themes 
(Ibid). Creswell (1998) claims that the main strengths of case study analysis include: 
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producing an embedded analysis for specific aspects of the case; giving a detailed description 
for the case; analysing themes, patterns and/or issues within and around the case; providing 
cross interpretation and comparison of the different settings and perspectives related to the 
case; and analysing the context or setting in which the case presents itself. In this research, 
case study analysis is the overall nature and characteristics of the systematic design for 
current operations in the development of quality in British and Egyptian contexts deploying 
seven-level model of analysis in detail.  This is to generate interpretatively and critically an 
original and significant interpretation on current operations in the development of quality in 
the UK and Egypt in relation to the seven levels, and the differences between the seven levels 
of development in the two countries. The case studies adopted are discussed in more detail 
in chapter four.   
 
- Comparative Analysis 
 
Comparative analysis in this research is the characterisation of the settings of quality in the 
UK and Egypt.  It is deployed by the seven levels of analysis elaborated in details in the 
research main two case studies in order to generate interpretatively and critically an original 
and significant interpretation specifically on the overall nature and characteristics of the 
systematic design of quality in the UK and Egypt, and generally on the overall nature and 
characteristics of national, regional and international contexts included in this research.  
 
The research created a balance of description and analysis of documentary sources that follow 
in the remaining chapters. According to Hogwood and Gunn (1984); Iivari and Hirschheim 
(1996); Munger (2000); and Singh et al. (2009), this is necessary and appropriate. This is 
because systems analysis is mainly descriptive. However, the researcher is also reminded to 
view all the documentary data analytically and this task was undertaken through the model 
presented in figure 9 in chapter two. 
 
3.2.9 Considerations  
 
After conducting the first interview schedule, I started transcribing and reviewing the 
collected data in light of the research questions. This consideration made me able to reflect 
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on the work at an early stage and see if methods of data collection were helping address my 
research questions or needed more adaptation. I transcribed the interviews myself as 
Silverman (2005) point out as a way of familiarising myself with the data and doing initial 
data analysis concurrently with my fieldwork. 
 
There was an intention of using NVIVO to analyse the research interviews but, as Richards 
(1999) shows whatever its merits, it could not be used as interviews in Egypt were conducted 
in Arabic which NVIVO does not support. Besides, literal translations may not give the same 
meaning accurately. As a result, I analysed the generated data from the interviews of the 
research case study in the UK manually to overcome these difficulties and, as matter of 
consistency, the generated data from the research case study interviews in Egypt was also 
analysed manually. 
 
Framework analysis was used. It is a recent approach to qualitative analysis which was 
developed in the context of applied policy research. It shares many features with qualitative 
analysis, especially thematic analysis. To create consistency with the nature of the research 
methodology of systems analysis and design, I saw some benefits from using the framework 
analysis in that it provides systematic and visible stages to the analysis process, so that 
funders, other researchers and readers can be clear about the stages by which the results have 
been obtained (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994; and Lacey and Luff, 2007). It should be noted that 
framework analysis is a data management tool and not a substitute for interpretation. 
 
There are reasons for adopting such approach. Research is often bounded by constraints of 
time and resources and analysis has to be brought to a close when specific questions have 
been answered. In such circumstances, framework analysis is suited to asking specific 
questions with limited timescales, especially with a researcher conducting a PhD research. 
Another reason is that although framework analysis is mainly inductive, it allows for the 
inclusion of a priori as well as emergent concepts in coding (Ibid). As mentioned earlier, I 
had a priori concepts, from existing literature and document analysis (current operations on 
the development of quality across national, regional and international boundaries), which I 




Framework analysis has key stages which can be undertaken, although it can be used when 
data collection and analysis occur concurrently. These five key stages are as follows. 
 
The generated data of the tape recorded interviews has been transcribed verbatim. Even, 
nonverbal cues, such as silence; pause; words such as well and laughter or gestures have been 
transcribed as they might give an added meaning to the spoken word. Thus, an interview 
database of full transcribed interviews is available. The transcriptions have been written in a 
word file with three columns: the first column includes the whole transcription and the second 
column identifies the main points while the third column clarifies the key messages from 
participants’ answers. After transcribing the data, I have organized it into retrievable sections. 
Each interview has a given interviewee pseudonym with a file which helped link pseudonyms 
to the original informants. This file was kept confidential and will be kept in secure and safe 
place and will not be revealed outside the research purposes. The real names or other 
identifiable material of the participants have been removed from the transcripts. However, I 
still keep the real names of the participants and their interviews. The data have been 
organized in a systematic way and any unit of text can be traced back to its original context. 
I have listened to tapes; read and re-read the data, made memos and summaries to get familiar 
with the data before starting formal analysis. 
 
The initial coding framework is developed both from a priori issues (on investigating the 
need for systematisation of quality) and emerging issues from the familiarisation stage. This 
thematic framework was developed and refined during subsequent stages through re-coding 
to develop better defined categories. Some of the themes emerging from the data were also 
the issues with which I began my research, which suggests my data confirmed their 
importance and enabled me to explore them further. For example, during the interviews, 
administrative and academic staff (in the research two case studies of the UK and Egypt) 
raised other issues and themes, such as the governance of the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality, who will operate the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality, the finance of the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality, and how the standards will be formed. Having reviewed these 
emergent themes, I found they all fit within the main themes with which I began my research 
and, as a result, I have included them within these themes. To create consistency between the 
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research methodology of systems analysis and design and the research data/information 
analysis, I have organised and analysed the generated data from the research interviews in 
the UK and Egypt into a research data analysis seven-theme typology that is consistent with 
the research seven-level analysis typology. This means that the main themes of analysing the 
generated data are: (1) the individual level; (2) the programme level; (3) the 
department/faculty level; (4) the institutional level; (5) the national level; (6) the regional 
level; and (7) the world level. This show the massive breadth and depth global scale of the 
research data/information analysis which gives further strength and depth to the research 
generalizability and implications. 
 
Having identified the generated data from the research fieldwork, the process began of 
applying that framework to the data, using codes to identify specific pieces of data 
corresponding to the research data analysis seven-theme typology. I searched the data for 
material that could be coded under this framework while concurrently searching for emergent 
concepts. The preliminary codes, used at this stage, were modified later when a need for them 
arisen but served to begin the process of categorizing and analysing. 
 
This process began by using headings from the research seven-theme analysis typology to 
create charts of the generated data so that I could read across the data set. These charts could 
be thematic for the research data analysis seven-theme typology across all respondents or by 
case for each respondent across the research data analysis seven-theme typology.  
 
After the charting process, the research generated data analysis went further searching for 
patterns, associations, concepts, and explanations in the generated data, aided by visual 
displays and plots. This stage aimed at identifying points of consensus and contradiction 
between the different types of participants. In this final stage of analysis, I started to identify 
the main findings, which were then compared with the findings from document analysis and 
cross referenced with findings from the broader literature, with an aim of generating a 
conclusion on the research first phase of systems analysis whether there is a need to move to 
the research second phase of systems design, and articulating a theorisation for establishing 
a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN 






Designing a qualitative research is not a simple process. I gave further considerations to the 
requirements of trusting the research generalizability and implications. To do this, I 




Although Cohen et al. (2007) argued that it is impossible for a research to be 100 per cent 
valid (as it is the optimism of perfection), the following precautions have been taken to secure 
different aspects of the research validity. 
 
Content validity is demonstrated in this research through a careful process of the research 
piloting. This has increased validity by making sure that the instrument measured what it 
purported to measure. Construct validity is demonstrated through the research two-fold data 
typology represented in combining between: first, the naturally occurring data from reports, 
surveys and the broader academic literature and second, the generated data from the research 
two case studies interviews in the UK and Egypt, constituting the use of a two-fold data 
typology for the research data collection to enhance rigour: document analysis and semi-
structured interviews. Moreover, the research two-fold data typology is mainly qualitative.  
 
The multi-method approach adopted increased the validity of search for truth of the research 
and also helped overcome the problem of the research methods. Internal validity is 
demonstrated through ensuring that the research findings were drawn from the research two-
fold data typology and accurately described the phenomena under investigation. Examining 
the external validity through the writings of Robson (2002); Yin (2003); Cohen et al. (2007); 
and Lacey and Luff (2007) indicate that it is demonstrated in this research through the choice 
of the research seven analytical typologies.  
 
The research used seven analytical typologies for the first time not only in the field but also 
across the broader literature. The first typology is the fact of the research three-fold typology 
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which investigates current operations in the development of quality across national, regional 
and international boundaries (shown in chapters five, six, seven, eight and nine). The second 
typology is the fact of the research seven-level analysis typology which starts with: the 
individual level; the programme level; the department/faculty level; the institutional level; 
the national level; the regional level; and ends with the world level (shown from section 2.2 
to section 2.8 in chapter two and in chapters six and seven). The third typology is the fact of 
the research data analysis seven-theme typology which starts with the theme of the individual 
level and end with the theme of the world level (shown in chapters six and seven). The fourth 
typology is the fact of the research two-fold data typology which combines between the 
naturally occurring data through reports, surveys and the broader academic literature and the 
generated data through the interviews of the research two case studies in the UK and Egypt 
(shown in the research first phase from chapter two to chapter twelve). The fifth typology is 
the fact of the research two case studies typology of two contrasting contexts which are: the 
University of Exeter in the UK constituting a developed country with wide similarities to the 
developed countries in the world, and Mansoura University in Egypt constituting a 
developing country with wide similarities to the developing countries (shown in chapters six 
and seven).  
 
An interesting methodological point asserting validity in research is that the bridging stage 
between the research first phase of systems analysis and the research second phase of systems 
design is created here. At this stage I could decide whether there is a need to move to the 
research second phase of systems design, and articulating a theorisation for establishing the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the systematic structure 
of the UN for governing the international accreditation to HEIs across the globe. My decision 
is that: yes, there is a need. I took this decision depending on the evidence-based conclusions 
of the research five analytical typologies of the research first phase (systems analysis). A 
more interesting point here is the need to know how the transition stage between the research 
first phase of systems analysis and the research second phase of systems design was created. 
I can now say how. The research first five analytical typologies (which belong to the research 
first phase of systems analysis) created the research second phase of systems design. Another 
more interesting point here is that not only does the research first five analytical typologies 
of the research first phase of systems analysis created the research second phase of systems 
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design but also they created the research sixth typology (which belongs to the research second 
phase of systems design). The research sixth typology is represented in the research 
generalizability three-fold typology which warrants the breadth and depth global scale of the 
research implications and generalisations. The research generalizability three-fold typology 
is represented in: first, representational generalisation which means that the research 
generalizability and implications apply to the research sampling contexts; second, referential 
generalisation which means that the research generalizability and implications apply to other 
referential contexts similar to the research sampling contexts; and third, theoretical 
generalisation which means that the applicability of the research generalizability and 
implications is theoretical allowing a possibility for the research implications to be 
implemented in any context across the globe (see section 3.2.6 and section 3.2.10 of chapter 
three). After the completion of the research cycle of its two phases (systems analysis and 
systems design), the research seventh typology was created. The completion of this cycle 
created the research seventh typology. The research seventh typology is the research 
encyclopaedia two-fold typology of both breadth and depth global scale, combining 
analytically between the smallest level of analysis in the world (which is the individual level) 
and the biggest level of analysis in the world (which is the world level) in one go. This 
combination creates the validity and reliability of the research sixth typology (represented in 
the research generalizability three-fold typology) which belongs to the research second phase 
of systems design. This creation and its bases validate that this research is unique and 
original.   
 
Particular precautions were taken to minimize threats to validity and avoid possible sources 
of bias and subjectivity in interviews and data analysis. During the interviews, I made sure 
the interview schedule did not include any leading questions and avoided imposing my own 
definitions of situations on participants. During the research data analysis stage, I sought to 
avoid as Levering (2006) points out the subjective interpretation of the data and made sure 
that the data analysed are lived interpretations and not interpretations of interpretations. Thus, 
I sought to avoid subjective interpretation by avoiding selective use of data and using 
multiple respondent sources and multiple methods of data collection. Careful attention was 
given to presenting the perceptions of the participants accurately and honestly without 






Concerning reliability in research, careful attention was given to achieving consistency of 
findings generated from the study. I considered as Robson (2002) points out the reliability of 
my research methods and research practices by thoroughness, care and honesty in carrying 
out the work. Reliability was demonstrated through the piloting and the early research 
investigation and enhanced through methodological combinations in two ways: first, the use 
of multiple methods of data collection (two-fold data typology of naturally occurring data of 
the reports, surveys and the broader academic literature and generated data of the research 
case studies interviews in the UK and Egypt); and second, the use of multiple respondent 
sources (administrative and academic staff). Combination of the research first five typologies 
was approached by putting more than one quotation to support the same argument and to 
ensure that I avoided selective use of data. Evidence was also cross-referenced with material 
in policy documents, reports, surveys and the broader academic literature on investigating 
current operations in the development of quality across national, regional and international 
boundaries in the general and across the UK and Egypt in particular, with a view to assess 
the need for Systematisation of quality and articulating a theorisation for establishing a 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN 
for managing the international accreditation to HEIs worldwide. Careful attention was given 
to constructing a reliable research two case studies database and demonstrating a clear chain 
of evidence (Yin, 2003). 
 
Much attention was given to ensuring transparency and rigour through the detailed analysis 
of every stage of the research design and methodology including all research decisions, 
especially the construction of methods of the research data collection and the research data 
analysis. My position as an insider has also been identified and is thought to enhance the 
validity and reliability of the research generalizability and implications as it helped build trust 
between me and the interviewees, allowing them to give their perceptions frankly. The 
settings of the research two case studies and participants have been described in detail so that 
the research generalizability and implications can be understood in the research contexts 
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allowing a possibility to be applied to similar settings where appropriate according to the 
research sixth typology. 
 
- Research Ethics 
 
Conducting qualitative educational research requires considering certain ethical 
considerations and those considered include: copyright which is protected by the Designs 
and Patents Act of 1988 covering literary, dramatic, musical, artistic works and computer 
files and data on the Internet as well as paper documents for seventy years from the death of 
the last remaining author or from where the first publication of the work after which time it 
falls into the public domain; freedom of information which is protected by the Freedom of 
Information Act of 2000, representing a key further piece of legislation requiring the need to 
gain access to government and institutional records based on application; and data protection 
which is the subject of the Data Protection Act of 1998 designed especially to protect details 
of personal data or identification of particular individuals from being published without 
consent during the lifetime of individual. These considerations were relevant in the two cases 
of the research. Throughout the study, documents were analysed sensibly in relation to these 
ethical requirements (McCulloch, 2004).  
 
 
The application of ethics began at the conception of the research idea and its implications 
remained even after the research was over. High standards of ethical care have been followed, 
following the Graduate School of Education Research Ethics Protocol (University of Exeter) 
and the British Educational Research Association Revised Ethical Guidelines for Educational 
Research (BERA, 2004). Analysis of the ethical considerations informing the execution of 
the research case studies in the UK and in Egypt follows.    
 
The field work and its design have been approved by the Graduate School of Education, 
University of Exeter. Formal University E-mails were sent to the research participants in the 
UK and Egypt. The emails sent to the selected participants as Lofman et al. (2004) and Crow 
et al. (2006) recommended told them about the nature of the study with the interview 
schedule and explicit information on the research nature and its area attached to give them a 
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clear idea about the issues under investigation. Those emails also asked for their consent to 
participate in the study while ensuring confidentiality and anonymity. They were also asked 
for their permission to tape record and/or take notes during the interviews. 
 
Interviewing each respondent, I started by thanking him/her for being willing to participate 
in the research fieldwork. Firstly, I introduced myself to the respondents and gave them an 
oral introduction about the research and the purpose of the interview. This introduction was 
to give appropriate information to respondents so that they were able to give informed 
consent to participation. Although Gary (2004) argues that a written statement is better than 
verbal agreement, I have taken consent verbally. The reason for this is that the participants’ 
experience whether in the UK or in Egypt on current operations in the development of quality 
in the UK and Egypt respectively did not seem to be personal or sensitive issues. Although 
there is no concerns to ask the research respondents in the UK to give written informed 
consent, realised from my own experience in the UK, the research respondents in Egypt may 
not feel comfortable when being asked to give written informed consent and doing so might 
have affected their answers, realised from my own experience with the Egyptian social 
culture. 
 
The generated data have been treated with utmost confidentiality and honesty. Once the 
generated data were collected, the names of the research participants were removed from all 
data collection forms and transcripts and replaced by assigning pseudonyms. Only the 
researcher has had access to the data as Denscombe (2002) and Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) 
recommended. Interviewees were assured that they would remain anonymous, no record of 
the interviews would be kept with their names, and the data would not be used for any other 
purpose. According to what Craig and Charles (2005) point out, interviewees were informed 
they had the right not to answer any question they did not wish to answer and had the right 
to withdraw at any time and request that data collected not be used for any purposes other 
than the purposes of this research. Finally, participants were informed that a report of the 
main research conclusions would be sent to whoever interested. 
 




In qualitative research, Elliot (2005) points out that data analysis process in a study such as 
that undertaken here demands the researcher to be aware of the following further 
considerations. 
1. It is important to notice that all human understanding is achieved by considering the 
interdependent meaning of parts and the whole. 
2. It is necessary to consider the importance of contextualisation in each sub-system in 
terms of educational, cultural, socio-economic, political, environmental and historical 
backgrounds. 
3. Sensitivity is required to the potential for possible contradictions between theoretical 
preconceptions guiding the research design and actual policies and practices that may be 
uncovered. 
4. It is important to examine quality of data available for analysis by assessing its 
validity in terms of authenticity (the originality of data), credibility (the accuracy of data), 
representativeness (the type and kind of data) and meaning (the clear intention). 
 
Later in chapter four and specifically in sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 and across its 
subsections, there is an accurate explication of the theoretical application of systems analysis 
and design methodology in the present study, how it operates within this research and how it 
can be imported from the classic context such as Engineering, computer and IT to social and 
institutional systems such as the field of this research. This application attempts a rigorous 
analysis and to generate original and significant interpretation of the design methodology.  
 
Analysis in this context is the exact identification of how to reach the attainment of operating 
the targeted system from the current systems. This requires clarifying the vision, mission and 
aims of the targeted system and how they are to be operated successfully. An accurate 
explication of the targeted system is located in chapter six, where the thesis turns its pages to 
systems design. 
 




The research design fits the nature of the research and fits its breadth and depth global scale. 
Using the research two case studies in the UK and Egypt has provided detailed knowledge 
of the selected institutions compared with more cross investigation of several universities. 
The selected methods of data/information collection and data/information analysis fit the 
research design and methodology. Document analysis helped me examine the historical 
context, policies and strategies, strengths and weaknesses, and reforms taking place on 
current operations on the development of quality across national, regional and international 
boundaries generally and across the UK and Egypt particularly. Interviews with 
administrative and academic staff from the UK and Egypt respectively about their 
perspectives and experiences on the research topic helped to understand how quality in the 
UK and Egypt operate, with generating conclusions on the need to move from the research 
first phase of systems analysis to the research second phase of systems design, and 
articulating a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality within the structure of the UN for managing the international accreditation to HEIs 
across the globe. The generated data from the research two-case studies typology has been 
analysed, with creating a combination between the naturally occurring data through the 
reports, surveys and the broader academic literature and the generated data from the research 



















This chapter sets out the research methodology. The chapter presents theorisation and 
application of using systems analysis and design methodology in the thesis. It points out the 
choices systems analysis and design methodology serve so that the research can chose the 
best method to bring the research into reality. An explicit analysis follows. 
 
4.2 Research Methodology 
 
A methodology is an ordered set of tasks, which if undertaken, achieves a specific aim. For 
instance while deciding on a government investments, a methodology guides the decision-
maker on the aspects of the investment that are necessary and how these can be integrated 
into the system.  Also, the methodology provides the means for assessing the likelihood of 
success in order to allow an informed decision to be made as to whether the required 
investment can be justified. The review of previous works (Gaafar and Bedworth, 1993 and 
Doumeingts, 1995) shows various methodologies that have been developed and used for the 
modelling of systems, advanced manufacturing systems and computer integrated 
manufacturing systems. Though none of systems methodologies have been used in the 
context of quality, a number of them share some features.  
 
The main intellectual frame underpinning the methodological stance of this research is 
documentary systems analysis and design, with analysis (chapters 2 - 12) and design 
(chapters 13-14) comprising sequential stages. The research first phase of systems analysis 
utilises a wide range of complementary perspectives on quality designed to investigate 
current operations in the development of quality across national, regional and international 
levels in general, and across the UK and Egypt in particular.  The research second phase of 




The research used systems analysis and design methodology because I am dealing with 
systems of quality. I decided to look at quality as a system and not only as a vision or 
enhancing mechanism. This is because the systematic vision is always comprehensive, 
persuasive and accurate. Although using this methodology is new in the field and that is why 
it is complex, I decided to take this journey for future applications that can be beneficial to 
researchers and academics. This methodology looks first at the whole and then to the part, 
and after that returns back to the whole. Again as I indicated previously in chapter one if we 
look intensively to everything in life, we will find it a system that works in the wider system 
of the world. I want to assert the systematic vision in our life. Systems of quality are partial 





A system is defined as a collection of components which are interrelated in an organised way 
and work together towards the accomplishment of certain logical and purposeful end (Wu, 
1996). The following are the salient features of a system: 
1. It constitutes of an assembly of components including the input, processes, output, 
feedback, controls and constraints; 
2. It has a logical relationship between the components; 
3. It has a well-defined objective; and 
4. It provides both a holistic and hierarchical view of the model. A system can itself be part 
of a wider system and can be broken down into a number of subsystems.  
 
Although in 1971 Jenkins and Youle highlighted that a piecemeal approach to system 
development was no longer acceptable in the light of increasing complexity, and increasing 
harsh consequences of poor decision making (Jenkins and Youle, 1971). Perhaps what was 
required was a discipline holistic approach to the development of systems, which can be 
defined as an organised and interrelated set of components that fulfil a purpose. Other 
definitions include those by Blanchard and Fabrycky (1990); Reilly (1993); Singh (1996); 
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and Pahl and Beitz (1996) and though these definitions differ, they are mainly on the grounds 
of perspective. There is generally a greater consensus on the properties exhibited by a system. 
A system has an overall objective or function. This function must be explicitly defined and 
understood in order that system elements provide the desired output for a given set of inputs. 
 
A system is a hierarchy of independent elements that perform together as a functional unit. 
These compound elements are referred to as subsystems. A system is defined by its limits or 
boundary. Everything outside the boundary is considered to be the environment. A system 
interacts with its environment through inputs, processes and outputs. Systems are composed 
of: components that are operating parts of the system consisting of input, process, output, 
attributes and relationships. A system is more than the sum of its components as the set of 
components comprising the system exhibits some characteristics that cannot be exhibited by 
any of its subsets. 
 
This indicates that the properties and behaviour of each component of the system has an 
effect on the properties and behaviour of the system as a whole, and is influenced by at least 
one other component in the set. Thus any component cannot be designed in isolation from 
the overall system. It is also clear that the overall system is bigger than the entire collection 
of its parts (subsystems). This is because the overall system combines the subsystems plus 
the interaction between these subsystems. This additional component (interaction) will be 
absent if the subsystems are separated from each other. 
 
4.3.1 Systems Engineering and Systems Thinking 
 
Systems thinking stemmed from the finding that in order to understand complex biological 
phenomena the traditional reductionism of natural science was not the best approach. What 
was proposed was a systems approach that was systemic, or concerned with the whole 
(Checkland, 1981 and 1983). The systems methodology in engineering often does not reflect 
this view and leads to systems engineering which is based on reductionism rather than 




Checkland (1981) introduces the terms ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ systems where a hard systems 
method is one that is designed to achieve given objectives. Hard systems have needs that can 
be clearly defined, and that the engineering challenge is to design and select the best among 
possible alternative systems. Soft systems methods are applied to situations where objectives 
cannot be taken as a given (King, 1988 and Wilson, 1990). The distinction is highlighted by 
Barnaby (1981), where the manufacturing system is seen in terms of hardware, processes, 
controls, inputs and outputs; and where the ‘soft’ social processes such as human interaction 
are outside the system. 
 
Systems engineering is an interdisciplinary approach to drive, evolve and verify a life cycle 
balanced system solution that satisfies customer expectations and meets public acceptability. 
So it involves the application of efforts to (Blanchard and Fabrycky, 1990): 
- Transform an operational need into a description of system performance parameters 
and a preferred system configuration through the use of an iterative process of 
functional analysis, synthesis, optimisation, definition, design, test and evaluation; 
- Incorporate related technical parameters and assure compatibility of all physical, 
functional and program interfaces in a manner that optimises the total system 
definition and design; and 
- Integrate performance, reliability, maintainability, supportability and other 
specialities into the overall engineering effort. 
 
Jenkins and Youle (1971) and Yourdon and Constantine (1979) point out that processes of 
systems engineering consist of four major stages: 
Systems analysis: This stage includes formulation of the project, definitions and objectives 
for the system and information and data collection. 
Systems design: This stage includes forecasting of the system environment, modelling and 
simulation, optimisation and selection. 
Systems implementation: This stage involves approval of the systems concept, construction 
and checking. 




This approach has been adopted by computer system and software engineers who have 
utilised this systems process as a structured and requirements driven approach to 
development. The appealing aspect of this approach is the ability to take an inherently 
ambiguous and complex set of requirements and apply a structured process to achieve an 
efficient solution. The process is also repeatable, independent allowing implementations to 
be traced to customer requirements and also consider the impact beyond implementation. The 
increasing complexity of physical and human activity systems in general has seen the 
application of systems engineering outside of the computer systems arena. Martin (1997) 
points out that systems engineering can be applied equally well to products especially when 
they are complex enough that conventional development techniques are insufficient for the 
project’s intricacies and uncertainties. 
 
- Systems Engineering 
 
Systems engineering is defined as the art of designing and optimising complex systems, 
starting with an expressed need and ending up with a complete set of specifications for all 
the system elements (Daenzer and Huber 1985). Bahill and Dean (1999) consider systems 
engineering as an overall interdisciplinary process that ensures that the customer’s needs are 
satisfied throughout a system’s entire life cycle. They defined a process comprised of the 
following seven tasks. 
1. State the problem: Stating the problem is the most important systems engineering task. It 
entails identifying customers, understanding customer needs, establishing the need for 
change, discovering requirements and defining system functions. 
2. Investigate alternatives: Alternatives are investigated and evaluated based on performance, 
cost and risk. 
3. Model the system: Running models clarifies requirements, reveals bottlenecks and 
fragmented activities, reduces cost and exposes duplication of effort. 
4. Integrate: Integration means designing interfaces and bringing system elements together 
so they work as a whole. This requires extensive communication and coordination. 
5. Launch the system: Launching the system means running the system and producing 
outputs. This makes the system do what it was intended to do. 
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6. Assess performance: Performance is assessed using figures of merit, technical 
performance measures and metrics, where measurement is the key. If you cannot measure it, 
you cannot control it. If you cannot control it, you cannot improve it. 
7. Re-evaluation: Re-evaluation should be a continual and iterative process with many 
parallel loops. 
 
Stevens et al. (1998) argue that the environment of one system may consist of a number of 
external systems such as cooperating or competing systems with which a product interacts 
and has to survive. This is acceptable because making an end product needs development 
support systems and perhaps a system to install the product. Therefore, Martin (1997) points 
out that system engineering is the expanding of research into multi-systems, an 
interdisciplinary, comprehensive approach to solving complex system problems and 
satisfying stakeholder requirements. He added that where interdisciplinary means that 
systems engineering work traverses across more than one single system; complex systems 
normally require individuals from a variety of engineering and non-engineering specialties 
and functional areas contributing skills and knowledge in an integrated manner to realise an 
effective and efficient system. 
 
Stevens et al. (1998) stated that the development of systems engineering is about creating 
effective solutions to problems and managing the technical complexity of resulting 
developments. From the outset, it is a creative activity centred on defining system 
requirements, and then concepts and details embedded into the product to be built. Then the 
emphasis switches again, to integration and verification, before delivering the system to the 
customer. According to Martin (1997), defining systems engineering basically consists of 
three elements: 
Management: This first element is about plans. Plans organize, control and direct the 
technical development of a system or its products. 
Requirements and architecture definition: This is the second element which defines the 
technical requirements based on the stakeholder requirements. It defines also a structure (or 
architecture) for the system components, and allocates these requirements to the components 
of this architecture. 
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System integration and verification: This third and final element integrates components of 
systems at each level of the architecture and verifies that the requirements of those 
components are met.  
 
- Systems Thinking 
 
O’Connor (1997) defines systems thinking as a unique approach to problem solving, which 
views certain problems as parts of an overall system, rather than focusing on individual 
outcomes and contributing to further development of the undesired element or problem. 
Capra (1996) points out that systems thinking is the only way to fully understand why a 
problem or element occurs and persists; and to understand the part in relation to the whole. 
This outlook to systems thinking was argued by Kornwach and Jacoby (1996) that systems 
naturally exist throughout the whole world; wherever we have complex behaviour emerging 
from interactions among things that make networks. Systems thinking have become an 
organisational buzz word in the last decade since Peter Senge (1990) first wrote The Fifth 
Discipline. Systems and the application of systems thinking has been grouped into three 
categories based on the techniques used, which are: 
Hard systems: Involving simulations, often using computers and the techniques of operations 
research. This category is useful for problems that can justifiably be quantified. 
Soft systems: For systems that cannot easily be quantified, especially those involving people 
holding multiple and conflicting frames of reference. Soft systems are a field that utilizes 
foundation methodological work developed by Checkland (1981) and Wilson (1990). 
Evolutionary systems: Developed by Banathy (1996), a methodology that is applicable to the 
design of complex social systems. This technique integrates critical systems inquiry with soft 
systems methodologies. 
 
Von (1976) and Laszlo (1996) argue that systems thinking imply the thinking of systems as 
a whole rather than as simply an assembly of distributed and separate components. This is 
what Axlerod (1997) interpreted. He explained that systems thinking are not only to collect 
components, but also to put them into a rule-set environment. It extends beyond one sole 
system boundary to consider outside factors influencing the system. More all-sided, it 
considers the operation of the system from its original inception, through its whole life cycle 
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to its eventual disposal. Thus it could cover all systems of significant size including people, 
and people working with technology so as to form socio-technical systems. 
 
4.4 Theoretical Application: Systems Analysis, Systems Design and the 
Concept of the Socio-technical System 
 
The generation of the idea of the current research and the theorisation of the methodology 
derives in part from my knowledge base.  However, I found that it is possible to take classic 
systems and design methodology from non-social systems such as engineering, computer and 
IT and apply them in social sciences or institutional systems such as technological education 
after undertaking certain adaptations and modifications in terms of methodology and design.  
 
Systems analysis and design is a modern scientific concept first developed in the 1940s, 
where it began to be applied in many fields of research and knowledge (Davis, 1983). It is a 
logical, systemised and general process (combining a set of sub-processes) for identifying 
and solving problems, dividing systems into sub-systems until reaching the first components 
of their structure, with a view to consider the relation between these components and the 
system they operate within. Generally, implementing systems analysis anticipates further 
development aimed at moving from the current system to an enhanced one. Creating this 
development requires proceeding from systems analysis to systems design. Analysing the 
current system, designing a new system, operating it and assessing it in operation are the 
main stages of implementing systems analysis methodology. Gore (1983) and Edwards 
(1984) identify some stages during conducting systems analysis. Some of these stages follow. 
1. Identifying the already established system and its inputs, processes and outputs and 
indicating its abilities, strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and challenges. 
2. Designing a new or modified system for implementation. 
3. Operating the new or modified system in the actual context. 
4. Evaluating which aims were achieved and which were not and the reasons of failure 
so as to provide beneficiaries with evidence and advice as to whether the old system 




A system is collection of subsystems that are interrelated and interdependent, working 
together to accomplish predetermined goals and objectives (Kendall and Kendall, 2002). 
Systems analysis is the process of gathering information about a current system, which may 
or may not be computerised, identifying its strengths and problems and analysing it so as to 
assess the possibility of producing a refined system (Whitten et al 1989). Its main strength is 
in its potential to understand the requirements for a refined system and develop a system 
concept that addresses this or decides that a new system is not needed. Dennis et al. (2002) 
explain this by following a basic process of analysis divided into three steps: understanding 
the system; identifying improvements; and developing design for the To-Be system. It is an 
appropriate methodology for this research in that it examines current systems and practices 
on quality, indicating how they behave and offering the potential to design a system aimed 
at articulating a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality potentially located within the structure of the UN.  
 
Existing national and regional systems of quality consist of social dimensions represented in 
people and technical dimensions represented in techniques and tools. This indicates that they 
are socio-technical systems. According to sociotechnical systems’ theory, Liu et al. (2006) 
point out that every organization is made up of people (the social system) using tools, 
techniques, and knowledge (the technical system) to produce goods or services valued by 
customers (part of the organization’s external environment). The extent to which the social 
and technical systems fit one another and fit the demands of the external environment 
determines the extent of an organization’s effectiveness. This theory claims that 
organizational objectives are best met by the joint optimization of the technical and the social 
aspects of an organization.  
 
Yorke (1999) and Teferra and Altbachl (2004) argue that the challenges facing higher 
education can be summarised as ensuring that their organizational processes are efficient and 
that they are served by the latest developments in technology. However, I argue that this is 
only existed in the developed countries. But with the case of Egypt (as a developing country) 
the higher education system suffers as Said (2001) points out from problems affecting 
negatively its quality and the mission it peruse. But at any way the assessment of the extent 
to which these challenges are being met requires a methodology that can inquire into the 
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theoretical coherence and practical value of systems ideas and different systems approaches. 
In this way systems analysis and design methodology can assist in solving problems of higher 
education. Employing this vision needs an insight into generic systems analysis and design 
procedures to consider the most significant figures of this approach for assisting HEIs. In 
turn, this demands clarifying many issues about systems.  
 
Organisations and researchers (Davidz and Nightingale, 2008) who become interested in 
systems thinking have concluded that it is a powerful method for radically transforming the 
way in which organisations work. However, systems thinking can often seem controversial 
and uncomfortable as it challenges many of the core paradigms of management, as it is 
different from normal thinking. The following table summarises this comparison. 
 
Table 1: Normal Thinking V Systems Thinking 
Normal thinking Comparison Systems Thinking 
Functional specialization Perspective Outside-in 
Separated from work Design Demand, value and flow 
Budget, targets, standards, 
activity and productivity 
Decision-making Integrated with work 
Extrinsic Measurement Designed against purpose 
and demonstrate variation 
Manage budgets and the 
people 
Motivation Intrinsic 
Contractual Management ethic Act on the system 
Contractual Attitude to customers What matters? 
Change by project/initiative Attitude to suppliers Partnering and co-operation 
Static Approach to change Adaptive and integral 
 
Adapted from Davidz and Nightingale, 2008 
 
Systems theory and the theory of knowledge and information must ultimately be related in a 
fundamental way. Both are concerned with the form and organization. And it is little wonder 
that communications theory has held a singular fascination for systems theorists. The 
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derivation of a scalar measure of organization is possible only in the very special case with 
which systems theory is concerned. The knowledge content of a system is closely bound up 
with system’s organization and its structure. 
 
Theorists (Cabrera et al., 2008) point to two types of organizations: causal systems and goal-
directed systems. A causal system is an instance of what it might be called a mechanical 
structure. The movements of the parts are causally related to one another within the dictates 
of a fixed structure. The example of this is mechanical clockwork. Each gear moves by virtue 
of the force impressed on it by a previous gear; and each carries out its function within the 
pattern ordained by the designer. Once cut loose from its creator, the mechanical system 
cannot increase its level of organization. So any change in structure must lower the level of 
system organization. The global-directed system manages itself. An example of this is the 
human being, where he/she has the aim motivating his/her actions and behaviours.  
 
This explanation let me argue that information and control are closely related concepts in 
systems theory. In a strictly causal system, the only way to change behaviour is by 
reprogramming the system. Often, this can be accomplished by adjusting various control 
variables to modify the system’s structure much as we manipulate the steering wheel and 
foot pedals to alter the behaviour of an automobile. This is called open-loop control, in that 
the controlling information comes entirely from outside the boundaries of the system.   
 
From the other hand Bosch et al., (2007) point out that goal-directed systems work somewhat 
differently. These systems also have a fixed structure, but with certain manipulated variables 
that can be altered by information generated within the system itself. The system possesses 
a goal and it is able to compare its situation with that goal and make appropriate adjustments 
toward it. However, any change in the system’s state might be dangerous, and prolonged 
changes might represent in some cases worrisome imbalances that threaten to affect the 
system negatively. An example of the goal-directed systems is the human being. This leads 
to the need for knowing systems analysis and design methodology in more details.  
 
There many considerations led me to adopt systems analysis and design methodology in my 
Doctorate. The national and regional systems of quality consist of social dimensions 
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represented in people and technical dimensions represented in techniques and tools. This 
indicates that they are socio-technical systems.  
 
Harteloh (2003), Carayon (2006) and Liu et al. (2006) indicate that socio-technical systems 
can be assessed in three ways have three phases to work. These are represented in the design, 
implementation and operation. During a design phase, decisions are made regarding the 
physical, cognitive and psychosocial characteristics of the socio-technical system. In the 
phase of implementation, issues of participation, feedback, training and learning, project 
management, organizational support and management commitment are important to facilitate 
and foster the implementation of the change. The operation phase occurs after the redesigned 
socio-technical system has been implemented. At this stage, the issues of sustainability of 
the change and continuous improvement become important particularly the implementation 
of quality improvement.  
 
Theorists of socio-technical system preach the affinity of the social and the technical within 
organizations, dividing them into social and technical subsystems. However, there is a need 
to anticipate the possibilities of new technologies within the social system, as the social 
subsystem of a modern socio-technical system does not consist of mere human beings but 
combines people and the technological artefacts they use. It is worth mentioning also that 
technologies have often been applied specifically to limit functional redundancy of the socio-
technical systems leading to reduced communication, learning, and utilization of human 
talent. (Kasvi et al., 2000 and Woo and Vicente 2003) 
 
Brandt et al. (1999); Harris and Harris (2004); Naikar (2006); and Reiman and Oedewald 
(2007) point out that many tasks in socio-technical systems are discretionary and that workers 
have a great variety of options with respect to what to do and when and how, as the main role 
of workers is to deal with those unanticipated events that pose the greatest threat to system 
performance and safety. Moreover, the difficulties of managing socio-technical systems have 
received a lot of attention in connection with various organizational accidents. Socio-
technical systems are socially constructed and dynamic cultures. In order to be able to assess 
complex socio-technical systems, an understanding of the organizational core task is 
required. They thus originate from a traditional mechanistic paradigm of organization 
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science. This emphasizes the rationality and instrumentality of organizations. Organizations 
are considered as mechanistic. Thus socio-technical systems are socially constructed and 
dynamic cultures. Organizations are thus socially constructed and constantly in process. 
Organizational reality is an ongoing accomplishment, not a stable outcome.  
 
The review of the relevant literature (through the sources cited) indicates that there 
operations, types, relations and enhancements for systems analysis and design. These are 
categorizing the models of systems analysis in natural sciences with a view to adapt these to 
the educational research. Although these models are discussed in the following lines, these 
will be considered in chapter six in the light of the research findings from chapter three to 
five along with the theorisation of systems design. 
 
4.5 Theoretical Application of Operations in Systems Analysis and Design 
 
Lee (1984) identifies three dimensions characterising the methodology of systems analysis:  
inputs, processes and outputs. The following pages discuss these three operations, how they 
are implemented within this research, and how I can apply the systems analysis and design 




Inputs are all of the variables which affect system operation. Iivari and Hirschheim (1996) 
and Singh et al. (2009) identify three types of these variables: essential inputs with a central 
role in operating the system and including all the necessary components for continuing the 
operation of the system in performing its functions; substitutive inputs which are new 
components to the system affecting its operation; and environmental inputs which include 
components which are not systems inputs but have external effects on the system, and which 
may operate as supporters or as barriers according to the nature of relation between the 




Inputs in this research include: essential inputs such as laws, bylaws, aims, operations of 
quality, agencies of quality and inter-governmental and non-intergovernmental 
organisations, which have a central role in operating quality and including all the necessary 
components for continuing its operations and performing its functions; substitutive inputs 
which include the enhancements of legislations and operations imposed upon and affecting 
systems of higher education, operations of quality, agencies of quality, inter-governmental 
and non-intergovernmental organisations, which are new components to quality and affect 
its operations; and environmental inputs which include the relation between higher education 
systems, operations of quality, agencies of quality, inter-governmental and non-
intergovernmental organisations, and the relation between them and the local and global 
environment, which include components which are not systems inputs but have external 
effects on the system, and which may operate as supporters or as barriers according to the 
nature of relation between quality and the external environment. The research presented aims 





Tatsiopoulos (1990) points out that processes are all the components which create the 
interaction between the sub-systems of the whole system generally, and operate the 
interaction between the sub-systems and the elements of each sub-system particularly, and 
which create interaction between the system and the local and global environment. 
 
 Processes in this research include all the components which lead to the interaction between 
operations of quality, agencies of quality, inter-governmental and non-intergovernmental 
organisations, interaction between them as separated sub-systems, and interaction between 
these and the local and global environment. The research presented aims to analyse within 
seven levels of analysis (see chapters two, six and seven) on different components which 
create the interaction between the different operations of quality across national, regional and 
international levels. This is indicated in details in the research case studies in Egypt and the 






In systems analysis, Freund and Sundmacher (2008) point out that outputs are the general 
return and production of the system and its results. Outputs are connected tightly with the 
aims of the system as reference points, denoting to what extent the system succeeded in 
achieving its targeted aims, and outlining the gap between the aims of the system and its 
achievements. There are three types of outputs: unreturned outputs which do not return to the 
system once again after producing their effects but become essential components of the local 
and global environment, and which may be used in evaluating the system when required; 
returned outputs which return to the system and become parts of its inputs used in enhancing 
its operation and self-evaluation; and mixed outputs which some of them return back to the 
system while some of them do not return.  
 
Outputs in this research include: unreturned outputs such as stakeholders who leave their 
institutions and become inputs of the local and global environment, the achieved aims of 
operations of quality, agencies of quality, and inter-governmental and non-intergovernmental 
organisations; returned outputs which include the aims which were not achieved, benefits of 
the outputs used in evaluating and enhancing the system, and fields of failure in operations 
of quality, agencies of quality, and inter-governmental and non-intergovernmental 
organisations; and mixed outputs such as stakeholders who may return to work in their 
institutions from which they were graduated, and who may interrupt their work in these 
institutions and return to the external environment. The following table depicts the three 
dimensions characterising the methodology and how they operate in terms of the research 












Table 2: Operation of Research Methodology 
N Outputs Processes N Inputs 








1 Essential Inputs 
 The results and production of the 
systems which do not return to the 
system again after producing effects 
which become essential 
components of the external 
environment, and which may be 
used in evaluating and enhancing 
the systems when required  
 Laws and aims of 
operations of systems of 




2 Returned Outputs  2 Substituted Inputs 
 The results and production of 
systems which return to the system 
and become parts of its inputs used 
in evaluation and enhancement. 
 Resources and facilities of 
operations of quality, 




3 Mixed Outputs 3 Environmental Inputs 
 The outcomes resulting from 
relations between systems 
themselves, and those that are 
produced by relations between the 
systems and the local and global 
environment. 
 The relations between 
operations of quality, 
agencies of quality, inter-
governmental and non-
intergovernmental 
organisations and local and 
global environment 





4.6 Theoretical Application of Types of Classification in Systems Analysis 
and Design 
 
Systems are classified according to the bases upon which the classification rests. There are 
many types of classifications. According to Aktas (1987), some of these types are as follows. 
- Environment-based classification which includes open systems, closed system and 
semi closed system. 
- Origin-based classification which includes natural systems and artificial systems. 
- Nature-based classification which includes concrete systems and virtual systems. 
- Complexity-based classification which includes simple systems and complex 
systems. 
- Results-based classification which includes systems of expected results and systems 
of unexpected results. 
- Aims-based classification which includes aimed systems and non-aimed systems. The 















Table 3: Types of Systems 
Classification Criterion  No 
Open System 
Close System 















Purposive  System 




In the systems analysis phase of the present research, operations of quality, agencies of 
quality, inter-governmental and non-intergovernmental organisations can be classified as 
semi-closed systems according to their relations with the local and global environment, 
artificial systems according to their origin, concreted and virtualised systems according to 
their nature, simple and complex systems according to their complexity, systems of expected 
and unexpected results according to their aims.  
 
4.7 Theoretical Application of Subsystems Relations in Systems Analysis 
and Design 
 
FitzGerald (1981) points out that systems analysis methodology is connected tightly to factor 
analysis which asserts that a system is a whole bigger than the entire collection of its parts. 
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This methodology requires analysis of the overall system into sub-systems and analysis of 
these sub-systems into smaller sub-systems and so on until the process of analysis reaches 
the smallest system (black box) that cannot be divided into smaller sub-systems.  
 
In the research presented, the current national, regional and international operations of quality 
represent an enhancing method (and viewed as a system by the research) followed worldwide 
in higher education development. Analysing the current operations in the development of 
quality requires conducting an investigation on how these operations work on the current 
time, with a view to assess the need for establishing an international system for operating 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality. The analysis followed in this research addresses these 
operations across clear divisions cover national, regional and international borders. The 
analysis of the systems and its sub-systems and the smallest systems is clear through the 
research investigation in the case studies of Egypt and the UK, where the analysis starts from 
the smallest level of analysis in the world represented in the individual level and ends with 
the largest level of analysis in the world represented in the world level (see chapters two, six 
and seven). In all processes of analysis followed in this research, the investigation always 
assesses in every process the need for systematisation of quality. This is clear in the research 
first phase of systems analysis (chapters 2 - 12). In the research second phase (chapters 13 - 
14), the investigation turns to systems design via articulating a theorisation for establishing 
a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality to operate ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality across the globe.     
 
4.7.1 Consequential Relations 
 
Consequential relations are found when the outputs of certain sub-system(s) are the same as 
inputs of other sub-system(s) within the overall system (Borum, 1980). The following figure 
depicts the consequential relations. 














This figure shows that the consequential relations within this research are the outputs of the 
buildings and infrastructure of operations of quality, agencies of quality, inter-governmental 
and non-intergovernmental organisations, where they are inputs of laboratories, libraries and 
facilities within these systems. Discussing this type of relations is clear in this research 
particularly in the analysis of the case studies. The analysis of the programme level, 
department/faculty level and institutional level in the case studies in the UK and Egypt 
demonstrates how well this type of relations is addressed in this investigation.  
 
4.7.2 Aligning Relations 
 
Aligning relations are found when the inputs of certain sub-systems within the overall system 
are the same (Johnson et al., 1964). The following figure depicts the aligning relations. 
 








This figure illustrates that the aligning relations within this research are the human resources 
within the operations of quality, agencies of quality, and inter-governmental and non-
intergovernmental organisations, where equipments and facilities are the same inputs of these 
human resources. Discussing this type of relations is clear in this research particularly in the 
analysis of the case studies. The analysis of the individual level in the case studies in the UK 
and Egypt demonstrates how well this type of relations is addressed in this investigation. 
 









Returning relations are found when the outputs of certain sub-system(s) are the same as its 
inputs (Necco et al., 1987). The following figure depicts the returning relations. 








This figure shows that returning relations within this research are the aims of operations of 
quality, agencies of quality, and inter-governmental and non-intergovernmental 
organisations, where the aims which were not achieved return back again to these systems in 
order to be achieved. Discussing this type of relations is clear in this research particularly in 
the analysis of the case studies. The analysis of the case studies in the UK and Egypt 
demonstrates how well this type of relations is addressed in this investigation. 
 
4.8 Theoretical application of enhancement in systems analysis and design 
 
Cutts (1991) points out that systems analysis include a group of alternatives for enhancing 
systems and transferring from the current system to the targeted system. It is worth 
mentioning that the presentation of the different alternatives for enhancing systems is for 
clarification on how enhancing systems and transferring from the current system to the 
targeted system can be applied in educational research generally and within this investigation 
particularly. Currently, there are two systemised levels of quality operated via national and 
regional boundaries. The targeted enhancement on the current systemised levels of quality, 
and which the investigation tries to contribute is to create the missing international level. It 
is worth noting that creating the missing international level is not to be an alternative of the 
systemised national and regional levels. The targeted level is to work side by side with the 
national and regional levels. Any higher education institution can obtain the national 






accreditation, this institution has to apply for a proposed United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality for obtaining the international accreditation. This kind of 
enhancement is to create the international accreditation for adding the international trust and 
reputation to graduates and their qualifications across the globe. It is argued that enhance 
creating this missing international level can be achieved via establishing a United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for operating ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality. To attain this, the research first phase analyses current operations in the development 
of national, regional and international quality. Within its analysis, the investigation assesses 
the need for systematisation of quality. If the research proved that there is a need for 
systematisation of quality, the investigation will transfer to the research second phase of 
systems design aimed at articulating a theorisation for establishing a United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN for providing the 
international accreditation to HEIs in the world. For more indication on how these 
alternatives can be applied in educational research in general and within this investigation in 
particular, illustration of the different alternatives of enhancement follows. 
 
4.8.1 Direct Enhancement 
 
The method of direct enhancement depends on stopping the operation of the current system 
and substituting the operation with a full new system as an alternative of the previous system 
(Douglas, 1983). The following figure depicts the direct enhancement. 
 
















Ending the operation 
of the current system 




For applying this alternative in educational research, this figure shows that the main strengths 
of the direct enhancement are that: it reduces the time required for transferring from the 
current system to the targeted system; it is an appropriate mechanism particularly in the 
applications of simple systems; and it is an adequate mechanism in systems where it is 
important to tackle the delay resulting from the transformation from a current system to a 
required system. However, its main weaknesses are that: it requires high financial costs, 
resources and abilities that certain organisations may be not able to provide; the case of its 
failure causes a complete breakdown and such a result is not desired by most organisations; 
any problem arises while operating the new system may lead to mass interruption; the fact 
that it requires training for staff to know how they can deal with the new system, so requiring 
time and costs. For applying this alternative within this research, the enhancement the 
research seeks is not to stop operating the current national and regional systems of quality, 
but articulate a theorisation for creating additional global system of ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality as an international level. 
 
4.8.2 Aligning Enhancement 
 
In the method of aligning enhancement, O’Keefe (1996) indicates that the operation of the 
current system is to continue to work in alignment with operating the new system until 
assurance is gained from the success of the new system and the possibility of operating 
without the previous system is realised. The following figure depicts the aligning 
enhancement. 
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For applying this alternative in educational research generally, the figure shows that the main 
strengths of this mechanism is that: it allows conducting comparisons between the old and 
the new system indicating similarities, differences, weaknesses, strengths, opportunities and 
challenges, stating the main reason in each case and identifying the required corrections; and 
that it is appropriate mechanism particularly in organisations which can accept interruption 
of the operations within some of its sub-systems. However, its main weaknesses include that: 
it requires high cost and efforts as, according to this mechanism, the old and new systems are 
to be operated together and that this may be not affordable for certain organisations; it may 
require a long period of maintenance and demonstrated adequacy as it necessary requires to 
wait until examination of the results of comparisons are got to decide which system is to be 
adopted; and that the results of comparisons between the old and the new system may not 
lead to the required information for decision-taking. For applying this alternative within this 
research, the enhancement the research seeks is not to stop operating the current national and 
regional systems of quality after making sure that the operation of ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality as a new international level is successful. All systems of the current and new ones 
are to continue to operate together with differences in their aims, focus and interest.  
 
4.8.3 Phased Enhancement 
 
Edwards (1984) points out that the method of phased enhancement combines the method of 
direct enhancement and the method of aligning enhancement. Operate applying this method 
in educational research generally requires try substituting the new system with the old one 
phase by phase until the full substitution completed fully. The full substitution requires 
stopping operate the old system. However, the type of enhancement the research targets is 
neither to operate the new international system of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality phase 
by phase nor to substitute it with the existed national and regional systems of quality. The 
targeted international system requires to operate entirely and directly from the first time. 
There are different alternatives of phased enhancement. Explication of these follows. 
 




In the mechanism of distributive enhancement the operation of the current system is to be 
stopped in one or some of its sub-system(s) substituting it or them with its or their alternative 
sub-system(s). Having demonstrated the success of this mechanism, it can be implemented 
in other sub-system(s) until a full substitution is completed, whereupon the new system 
substitutes the previous system. The following figure depicts the mechanism of distributive 
enhancement. (Yoon and Klopfer, 2006) 








This figure shows that for applying this alternative in educational research generally, this 
type of enhancement requires try operating one or some sub-systems of the new system with 
substituting these tried sub-systems with these of the current system. When this try proves 
its success, it can be generalised to other sub-systems until full substitution of the new system 
with the current one is completed. However, the type of enhancement the investigation seeks 
neither requires to try implementing some of the sub-systems of the new international system 
of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality nor to substitute the current systems of national and 
regional quality. It is argued that both of the targeted international system of ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality and the current national and regional systems of quality are to 
operate together.   
 
- Exampled Enhancement 
 
Naumann and Jenkins (1982) indicate that the mechanism of exampled enhancement requires 
stopping the operation of the current system in one of its sub-systems, where this sub-system 
includes within its structure a further set of sub-systems which requires to be modified and 
upon which the sound operation of the entire system. In the case of the success of this 
experiment, the mechanism of exampled enhancement is then applied within another sub-
Applying the new system within one or some 
sub-system(s) in a distributive way 
 
 







system until generalising this experiment in a way that allows a full substitution to be 
completed, whereupon the new system substitutes the previous system. The following figure 
depicts the exampled enhancement.  
 








This figure indicates that for applying this alternative in educational research generally, the 
targeted enhancement requires trying an example in which a unit of the new system is to 
substitute a unit of the current system. As soon as the trial of this example proves its success, 
another example is to be applied until substituting the current system with the new one is 
completed. However, this investigation neither requires to try the new international system 
of systematisation of quality as trials via example by example nor to substitute the current 
national and regional systems of quality. Both of the suggested international system of 
systematisation of quality and the current national and regional systems of quality are argued 
to work together.  
 
- Sectional Enhancement 
 
The mechanism of sectional enhancement focuses on applying the new system in a sectional 
way. It is achieved by proceeding section-by-section until generalising this experiment in a 
way that allows a full substitution to be completed, whereupon the new system substitutes 
the previous system. The following figure depicts the sectional enhancement. (Swanson and 
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This figure indicates that for applying this alternative in educational research, there is a need 
to implement the new system section by section with substituting the current system section 
by section until a full substitution is completed. However, the research presented neither 
seeks to operate the new international system of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality section 
by section nor to stop operating the current national and regional systems of quality. It is 
targeted that all of the new system and the current systems are to work together.  
 
Although enhancement has different models, they all need a pre-established system for 
enhancing it. The process of designing a new system needs first to examine the existing one 
currently operates to decide the most appropriate new system. With the nature of this 
research, there is no current international system for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. 
As a result, nothing of these models can be adopted as an example. The research seeks to find 
whether there is a need for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Once this need has been 
proven, the research articulates a new type of methodologies for the first time naming as ‘the 
creative methodology’. The creative methodology is the manipulation of the creation from 
none. The ontological stance of the creative methodology is creationism. The epistemological 
stance of the creative methodology is neediness. This methodology is applied when there is 
a need to create establishing a new system that did not exist before. This is what probable 
done in this research. An accurate explication of the creative methodology is located in 
chapters 13, where the thesis turns its pages on systems design. 












This chapter is the process of problem formulation; selection of design and methodology; 
comparison of alternatives and selection of the policy; consideration of political and 
organisational constraints; and the possibility of the research questions to be answered for 
implementation. Its main tasks are: to know how to gather, organise and communicate 
information and knowledge in the different sections of the research; to develop a quickly 
understanding of the nature of problems and the range of possible solutions; to identify the 
likely challenges and benefits of solutions in order to communicate these to the related 
organisations; to predict better and more confidently the consequences of alternative 
solutions; and to understand better the organisational structure of the research in order to 
predict, and perhaps influence, the feasibility of adoption and successful implantation of the 
research conclusions and implications. The role of the research is not to replace but to 
supplement advocacy and to raise the level of the question among interests on whether there 
is a need for creating and operating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Once the research 
proved this need, the investigation turns to the research second phase of systems design aimed 
at articulating a theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN for managing the international 
accreditation to HEIs worldwide. 
 
Although this is primarily documentary research, the case studies interviews in the UK and 
Egypt were required in order to generate complementary knowledge and data in areas of 
research which were not covered by the available documentary sources and the broader 
academic literature. When conducting interviews in the UK and Egypt, the potential research 
participants were staff selected from the respective higher education sectors who, it was felt, 
could deepen the analysis within the chosen analytical frame.   
 
This was the first chapter of this research which constitutes the research design, research 
levels of analysis typology, and the research methodology. This chapter is the plan of the 
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an original and significant interpretation on the need for ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality. This chapter has analysed how the research has been conducted in terms of sound 
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The research used a broad range of different methods framed by a documentary systems 
analysis and design methodology and its results are set out in the remainder of this thesis, as 
follows. 
 
Phase I Systems Analysis (chapters 5 - 12) 
Chapter five: “Quality”.  
Chapter six: “Quality of the United Kingdom”.  
Chapter seven: “Quality of Egypt”.  
Chapter eight: “Quality of Regions”.  
Chapter nine: “International Quality and Accreditation of Higher Education”.  
Chapter ten: “The United Nations”.  
Chapter eleven: “Findings”.  
Chapter twelve: “Discussion”. 
 
Phase II Systems Design (chapters 13 - 14) 
Chapter thirteen: “Systematisation of International Quality and Accreditation of Higher 
Education in the World”.  
Chapter fourteen: “Impact”.  
Chapter fifteen: “Conclusion”.  
 
4.10 Summary of Chapter Four 
 
The adopted research methodology is intended to provide greater depth to the research, more 
attention to the dynamics of the situation and better insights from detailed knowledge and 
understanding. However, implementing the research methodology caused some difficulties 
for the researcher. First, the research tools and materials had to be prepared in English, 
translated into Arabic, and then translated back into English to be presented in the thesis. 
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While I have the bi-lingual capability for this and have done translation from English to 
Arabic and vice versa, time is considered. The second difficulty is about interviews with the 
administrative and academic staff from the UK and Egypt respectively. The process of 
transcription and data analysis was also time-consuming but data generated from this 
technique is worth time, money and effort. The third difficulty is getting the required policy 
































This chapter examines the current features, issues and operations in the development of 
quality. This chapter begins by analysing the meaning and definitions of quality. It then 
considers different concepts characterising the features of quality. Certain issues are then 
analysed. Important in this chapter is introducing three issues for the first time. These three 
issues are power and politicisation and systematisation of quality to envisage quality 




Making definitions related to the most common terms in quality is important to enable 
partners and beneficiaries to understand the meaning of terms related to quality as they are 
used in this thesis (see section 1.5 of chapter one and section 2.8 of chapter two and section 
6.4.7 of chapter six and section 7.4.7 of chapter seven and see chapter nine). After 
investigating many existing definitions mentioned in the literature (Harvey and Green, 1993; 
Nayebpour and Koehn, 2003; Thomas, 2003; GUNI, 2007; Vlasceanu et al., 2007; Hobson, 
2008), the researcher adopts his own ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in setting new 
terminology in regard to the research final stage of systematisation in which ‘lower’ order 
levels are linked into ‘higher’ order level. These definitions follow.   
 
Quality: An overall systematisation combining a set of sub-systematisations for accrediting 
the quality of higher education. 
Accreditation: The recognition of the conformance of the performance of certain higher 
education institution, programme, course, professional activity or infrastructure with the 
current and future requirements of national, regional and international beneficiaries. 
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Higher Education: A general system combining a number of sub-systems in which 
governmental or non-governmental organisations specialise in delivering education after 
secondary (compulsory) education, comprising teaching and learning, research and 
community outreach and knowledge transfer.  
Academic programmes: Theoretical and/or practical courses designed to systemise academic 
and/or practical knowledge or professional experience over a given period of time, leading 
to qualifications in HEIs. 
Benchmarking: Measuring quality.  
Criteria: Specified elements against which quality can be judged, both qualitatively and 
quantitatively, against a point of reference related to the current and future requirements of 
national, regional and international beneficiaries. 
Descriptors: Statements setting out and providing indications about the appropriateness of 
higher education activities. 
Indicators: Empirically operational variables for measuring specific characteristics of 
quality.  
Quality Agency: Any organisation undertaking the assurance and accreditation of quality.  
Quality Assessment: Operation of internal or external diagnostic review using methods to 
judge quality.  
Quality Audit: Operation of internal reviews of quality.  
Quality Control: Verification procedures for monitoring quality.  
Quality Culture: Public awareness and familiarity with the need for quality.  
Quality Enhancement: Process of changing positively, improving adequately and 
empowering continuously quality assurance and accreditation in higher education.  
Quality Management: Process of governing and examining quality.  
Ranking: Rating and ordering judgments of quality. 
Re-accreditation: Re-establishing the recognition of the conformance of the performance of 
certain higher education institution, programme, course, professional activity or 
infrastructure with the current and future requirements of national, regional and international 
beneficiaries.  
Reciprocity: Acceptance by a quality agency of an external judgment conducted by another 
such agency, declaring that there is a proactive, creative and innovative conformance 
between the performance of certain higher education institution, programme, course, staff or 
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infrastructure and the current and future requirements of nationally, regionally and 
internationally related beneficiaries. 
Recognition: The formal acknowledgment of quality.  
Stakeholders: All those who have a national, regional and international need for quality in 
higher education. 
Standards: Levels of attainment against which quality can be measured, both qualitatively 
and quantitatively, against a point of reference related to the current and future requirements 




Collins dictionary (2006) defines quality as something of standard, characteristic or feature 
indicating how good or bad it is. Collins thesaurus (2009) sees quality as a standard measured 
against similar things or defined as general excellence. These definitions assert that for 
attaining quality, there is a need for assessing a production process to ensure that goods are 
of an intended and/or acceptable standard. This research looks at quality as an integrated 
system of activities to ensure that a product or service meets defined standards with a stated 
level of confidence.  
 
Vlasceanu et al. (2007) and Biggs and Tang(2007) point out that quality has interrelated 
concepts, such as quality culture; quality control; quality audit; quality assessment; quality 
review; accreditation of quality; quality assurance. Vroeijenstijn (1995) argues that quality 
has always been part of the academic tradition and the change is the external interest in 
making quality more explicit, reflecting a change in the relationship between higher 
education and society. Such change led to a greater visibility of higher education. Harvey 
and Newton (2004) argue that quality is too complex to define. However, I argue that quality 
is something we know it when we experience it. So for anyone seeking quality, experience it 
to know it. Therefore, quality requires certain demands and procedures. Among these are 
quality visits, preparing for quality and bodies such as agencies of quality.    Harvey and 
Green (1993) argue that quality is a relative concept in two senses. First, it means different 
things to different people and even the same person might adopt different conceptualisations 
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in different contexts. For example, stakeholders are likely to have different perspectives on 
quality. Second, benchmarks of quality are themselves relative. While some view quality in 
terms of absolutes, others see it judged in terms of thresholds that have to be exceeded to 
obtain a quality rating. 
 
Literature (Harvey and Green, 1993; CHEA, 2001; Tempus, 2001; Vlasceanu et al., 2007; 
Kemenade, 2008) indicates that there are five notions on quality. Harvey and Green (1993) 
advocate the five notions of quality. While CHEA (2001) and Tempus (2001) advocate the 
third notion, Kemmenade (2008) advocates the fifth. Vlasceanu et al., 2007 advocate the 
first, third, fourth and the fifth notion of quality. The first notion is the exceptional view of 
quality which is linked to the notions of excellence. This notion seeks the excellence of 
performance in the operations of HEIs. The second notion is quality as perfection which sees 
quality as a consistent outcome. This notion asserts that quality can be assessed in relation to 
the results. The third notion is quality as fitness for purpose which can be linked either to 
external objectives as defined agencies of quality or internal objectives based on the ability 
of an institution to fulfil its mission or to fulfil the aims of a programme of study (see 
section2.3 and section 2.4 of chapter two). It is achieved through meeting standards defined 
by the agency of quality. Accountability and suitability in this notion are key factors. The 
forth notion is quality as value for money which sees quality in terms of returns on investment 
focusing on accountability. Accountability seems to be central to this notion because of 
limited resources. It focuses how HEIs use their facilities and operations to achieve certain 
aims and objectives. The growing tendency for governments requires accountability 
reflecting a concern for value-for-money (see section 5.5 of chapter five). This is because 
students and their families also increasingly require value-for-money from higher education. 
The fifth notion is quality as transformation which focuses on the enhancement and 
empowerment of students and the development of new knowledge.  
 
However, Lomas (2002) argues that this way of classification is not suitable for higher 
education as it is approach used by much of Japanese motor manufacture and is inappropriate 
because it is not the purpose of HEIs to produce uniform students. Watty (2003) agrees that 
higher education does not aim to produce defect-free standardised graduates. Kemmende 
(2008) sees the fifth notion doing justice to education as a process wherein learners are at the 
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centre so they get the added value. Vlasceanu et al. (2007) argue that the aim of this (fifth) 
notion is enhancement rather than transformation, focusing on the continuous search for 
improvement and stressing the responsibility of HEIs to make best use of their autonomy and 
academic freedom to add value to students through their learning experience. They add that 
achieving quality is central to the academic ethos and the idea that academics know this 
quality better than others. While Lomas (2002) argues that none of the five notions is 
mutually exclusive as quality is often viewed as a blend of two or more, Newton (2007) 
argues that quality is not a unitary concept as it is open to multiple perspectives. In this regard 
I argue that quality is a system rather than an enhancing mechanism. However, most HEIs 
focus on fitness for purpose and value for money for improving the quality of provision and 
enhancing and empowering students through their experience of higher education. 
 
Kis (2005) argues that the main characteristics of quality are approach, level, methods, data 
instruments, report, and decision. Accreditation and assessment monitor the quality of 
teaching and learning. The aim is different with audit which focuses on the internal 
procedures of HEIs. The operations of quality vary between agencies of quality. However, 
the focus is mainly on either the institutional level or programme level or both. Kohoutek 
(2009) argues that there are three basic methods for quality review: self-review; peer-review 
and/or external review. Quality uses four sources of data: self-review reports; site visits; 
surveys; and performance indicators. Quality is mainly directed for improvement and 
accountability. The outcomes of quality include reports on certain higher education 
institution or programme. The decisions of agencies of quality either giving accreditation, 
postponing accreditation or not to give accreditation are widely used by funding bodies. The 
motivation of HEIs to obtain public funding leads them to assure their quality (which is to be 
accredited by agencies of quality). 
 
5.4 Higher Education 
 
I have previously mentioned in sections 2.5 and 2.6 of chapter two that higher education is 
that kind of education after the secondary (compulsory) education, comprising processes of 
teaching and learning, research and community outreach and knowledge transfer, and 
provided by HEIs. Literature (Middlehurst, 1997; Johnstone et al., 1998; Holm-nielsen, 
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2001; Blondal et al., 2002; OECD, 2003; Barr, 2004; Jongbloed, 2008; OECD, 2008) shows 
that there are features characterising the contributions of higher education to social and 
economic development. The first feature is that higher education creates formation of human 
capital and labour force. The second feature is that it builds the knowledge base through 
research and development. The third feature is the dissemination and use of knowledge 
through interactions and consultancy with the wider economy. Fourth and finally, higher 
education contributes to the creation of knowledge via teaching and research. Although these 
four features are mainly economic, I argue that higher education has a central role in the 
social development of individuals. The knowledge, skills and experience attained from 
higher education enrich individuals’ understanding of themselves and the world.  Greenway 
and Haynes (2003) point out that higher education promotes critical thinking and active 
citizenship. They add that it improves the quality of individuals’ life.  HEIs strengthen the 
knowledge-based and assist in constructing the democratic societies. Their activities provide 
innovation and constitute the base of the nation’s information infrastructure. Lee (2004) 
argues that the values and attitudes characterising individuals’ behaviour can help in 
constructing healthy societies. Although these benefits come at some cost, they deserve the 
effort, time, and money.   
 
Higher education raises individuals’ creativity, productivity and promotes entrepreneurship 
and technological advances. It performs a crucial role in improving the income distribution 
through securing the economic and social progress. I agree with Ozturk (2001) and Jongbloed 
(2008) that the level of higher education quality in certain country ensures the country’s 
competitiveness in world markets which are characterised with change in technologies and 
production methods. Quality does so by increasing the productivity and flexibility of the 
labour force. I argue that there is a relation between the level of higher education quality and 
the overall productivity of capital. Ozturk (2001) and Lee (2003) point out that more people 
educated with high quality higher education are more likely to innovate and create. Quality 
makes education. An explication of this relation is analysed in chapter six (systems design).  
 
Quality makes a difference. Investment in higher education is as important as investment in 
physical capital. Blondal et al. (2002) argue that indicators of the productivity show the 
motivations for individuals to invest in their own education. Psacharopoulos and Patrinos 
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(2004) point out that returns to human and physical capital tend to be equal particularly in 
developed countries. They add that the earnings of higher education educated individuals are 
higher than those of less-educated. I argue that the nature and level of quality of the 
individuals’ higher education contributes not only to increase their earnings but also to 
promote their intellectual ability.  
 
Sallis (2002) argues that quality is important for education as it is important for industry. 
However, Campbell and Rozsnyai (2002) argue that this traditional view has been challenged 
with pressures from organisations such as UNESCO and World Bank making quality a 
steering mechanism in HEIs worldwide. Literature (Amaral, 2007; Newton, 2007; Altbach 
et al., 2009) shows that there are certain challenges led to concern about quality and the 
emergence of quality. Some of these challenges are: massification of higher education;   
diversification of higher education; the emergence of markets in higher education; financial 
austerity; increasing demand for accountability; pressures for efficiency gains; addressing 
the employability agenda; and addressing social and political agendas. This leads me to argue 
that the increasing demand for higher education has led to increased participation but it has 
not always been well planned or controlled particularly in developing countries. As HEIs 
cannot meet the increasing demand for places, quality became an issue. This is because 
traditional providers (public HEIs) face competition from transnational providers as well as 
from local commercial providers. Through the internationalisation of higher education, its 
quality became an international issue. 
 
Reports (OECD, 2004 and 2010) show that the sharp increase in tuition fees and competition 
for students and funds created markets, where students are considered as customers and HEIs 
as providers. Meyer (2002) argues that universities have to respond with more flexible and 
more resource efficient education and training programmes. All these factors have led to 
increasing concern for quality. With this shift HEIs are seeking to show they are committed 
to the needs of students by ensuring that both practice and institutional management are 
operating to the highest standards. This is assured by Brown (2005) who sees that focusing 
on satisfying the needs of the customer is an effective means of facing and competition 
amongst HEIs. However, the expansion in student numbers was accompanied by either 
constant or declining public funding which has been compounded by inefficient use of the 
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available resources. In addition, HEIs are under pressure to contribute to achieving social and 
political agendas on access, inclusion, and equity (see sections 5.4 and 5.5 of chapter five). 
All these challenges accompanied by growing state and public interest in quality and 
increasing demands for accountability have led to the establishment of agencies for quality 
as Newton (2007) points out, where by the end of the 1990s concern for quality became 
global. 
 
HEIs are witnessing a new era of development accompanied with challenges they should 
face. The increased autonomy to HEIs has led to increasing demands for accountability. The 
increasing costs of higher education for governments, students and their families has led to 
increasing demands for accountability in terms of getting value for money. HEIs are part of 
their communities. They need to meet the public and political demands for education to be 
more accountable and publicly demonstrate high quality. Floud (2005) argues that the 
demands for greater efficiency have become deeper and greater. However, Amaral (2007) 
points out that the massification of higher education is a role in loss of trust and quality. In 
this way, control and regulation of academic labour seem to have replaced collegiality and 
trust (Roberts, 2004). Governments are not wholly convinced that markets can deliver quality 
because markets for higher education and research are imperfect (Weber, 2005). These 
market inefficiencies as well as concerns about equity provide the basis for government 
intervention (Schoenenberger, 2005). With these challenges, governments set performance 
targets and established performance monitoring systems. This helps explain why quality has 
evolved over the few decades across the world. Campbell and Rozsnyai (2002) point out that 
the rapidly changing environment of higher education has seen the introduction of national 
agencies of quality into many countries and its planned introduction elsewhere. Kemenade 
et al. (2008) and Jacob and Rust (2010) agree that these are interesting developments with 
quality becoming the process for delivering change as a major component of governance in 
higher education.  
 
The imperfections of markets in higher education led governments intervened to protect 
students and create what Le Grand and Bartlett (1993) call quasi-markets. Amaral (2007) 
adds that these markets have been associated with increased institutional autonomy. 
However, increased autonomy, combined with competition may create difficulties for market 
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regulation. Calero (1998) argues that the introduction of competitiveness, autonomy and 
student choice is inseparable from the provision of information through systems of evaluation 
made available to students and funders. So, through quality, the government intervenes to 
preserve the public good and manage the rules of the operation using quality as a system to 




The term ‘quality’ has been introduced in sections 5.2 and 5.3 of this chapter. The 
development of agencies of quality is a significant trend in the recent decades. Quality 
became a key topic. Reports (OECD, 2008) show that the expansion, expenditure and 
increased market pressures foster a focus on quality. The demand for greater accountability 
has become stronger as growing dissatisfaction with inefficient utilisation of public resources 
was identified as a problem in many countries. An example of this is Egypt where quality 
started to operate. Partial reason for such operations is that the public has a right to know 
what it is getting for its expenditure of tax resources. Cheung (2003) argues that the public 
have the right to know that their resources are being wisely invested. This makes 
accountability a crucial issue in higher education and its quality. Although quality started 
first in the developed countries in 1885 in the USA (see section 5.2 of this chapter), national 
governments of developing countries imitated this initiative and started to operate quality for 
satisfying the public that they are offering high quality higher education for their people. An 
example of this case is Egypt (see chapter seven). However, although the developing 
countries imitated the developed countries in establishing agencies of quality, the nature of 
quality in the two contexts are not the same. Personally I experienced this difference. 
Although Egypt operates currently quality, the quality of higher education and research in 
Egypt is low compared to the high degree of quality of higher education and research in the 
UK. This contrasting feature is analysed in chapter four.  
 
Different countries have different forms and degrees of accountability in their higher 
education policies. Egypt case witnesses a gradual erosion of confidence in the reliability of 
the public service. The principal force motivating individuals for higher education there is to 
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benefit from a free offer. Contrasting to this is the UK where there are varieties of interest 
motivating individuals to go to HEIs which offer value-for-money education. Le Grand 
(2003) argues that professionals in public sector were viewed as pursuing their own concerns 
rather than the public interest. Lee and Knight (1996) and Layzell (1991) explain this 
monetary emphasis on accountability. They interpret this by the linkages between quality, 
policy and the encouragement of innovative approaches to teaching and learning.  
 
Concerns about HEIs are dominated by issues of cost. The focus on outputs gradually became 
more prominent. Attempts are made to develop indicators of student learning. Le Grand 
(2003) argues for this by giving the UK example. He argues that the main focus has been 
with accountability rather than improvement. I differ with him as quality in the UK concerns 
for accountability and improvement but lacks systematisation of an overall system combing 
a set of sub-systems. Quality policy has not addressed transformative learning but has been 
preoccupied with other notions such as value for money and fitness for purpose. Davies and 
Thomas (2002) point out that the indicators that have been developed in HEIs have attempted 
to introduce objective measures of research and teaching competence. Internal and external 
auditors are demanding for value for money. Quality assessment is just an example of 
accountability exercises through which HEIs are expected to demonstrate returns on public 
investment. For example, the Research Excellence Framework in the UK is most significant 
allocating large sums of money to universities and affecting the reputation of departments 
through the ratings allocated by the process. However, the lack of systematisation separate 
assessing the quality of research from assessing the quality of teaching. Neyland (2007) 
concludes that although the measures to audit teaching have been implemented, they are more 
limited than those for research. 
 
Lee and Knight (1996) argue that the control of research councils has contributed to value-
for-money approach making funding as rewards for excellence. They suggest that these 
councils have improved the research output. My impressions suggest that these policies have 
produced research of accepted level of quality. However, the quality of research and the 
quality of teaching and learning and the quality of community outreach and knowledge 
transfer need to be systematic. The creation of a quality umbrella body (governing and 
liaising quality in each sector) may achieve such systematisation. This is because they are in 
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fact sub-systems of the overall system. Since there is an overall picture for higher education 
combining a set of sub-pictures, quality needs to have an overall system combining a set of 
sub-systems.  
 
However, Davies and Thomas (2002) point out a shift towards a culture of churning out the 
publications accompanied by the feeling of being managed and measured. Their interviewees 
commented on having less freedom both in terms of day-to-day activities and in the type and 
nature of their research. Many of their interviewees referred to increased monitoring of 
academic performance. The conclusions of their study stated that quality requires increased 
paperwork and monitoring which narrow academic roles around a focus on generating 
research. In spite of these conclusions, I argue that the increased paperwork and monitoring 
are necessary requirements to assure quality. We cannot create quality without loads of work 
and evidences illustrated in papers and documents. Since quality is additional feature, it has 
its own procedures which must be fulfilled to attain quality. Now and after the era of quality, 
we cannot imagine our HEIs without quality. If this is a fact, we have to accept the 
requirements of quality. Even if quality has disadvantages, what on earth has only 
advantages? The rationale then is to decide that if the advantages outweigh the disadvantages, 
we can vote positively. I argue that the advantages of quality outweigh its disadvantages.    
 
Both internal and external efficiency of HEIs can be improved by operating quality. This is 
because quality strengthens and deepens the linkages between HEIs and the labour market. 
With quality research and development are more closely aligned to business and community 
development. Reports (OECD, 2008) show such development assists in improving the match 
between the outputs of HEIs and the needs of economy. Other measures quality designs to 
improve the quality of HEIs are the inspection systems. While some of these systems examine 
the quality of teaching others are concerned with the quality of research outputs. Dougherty 
(2004) exemplifies this complex relation with the case of the USA, where performance 
accountability has replaced traditional accountability to enhance efficiency of HEIs. He 
points out that traditional accountability focuses on measures of inputs such as enrolments or 
processes such as proper use of funds, teacher student ratios or levels of facility utilisation. 
Performance accountability shifts attention toward outputs such as the number of graduates 
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Collins dictionary (2006) defines power as the ability to do something. Collins thesaurus 
(2009) mentions power as specific ability or capacity. It means political, financial, or social 
force or influence. It means also control or domination. For example, the person or group 
exercising control, influence, or authority is power. Despite I found no literature on the power 
of quality, I argue that quality is power. However, the power of quality is a controversial 
concept because of its omnipresence, its changeability, its reversibility, and its instability. 
Despite this variety of characteristics, power of quality does not exist on its own. Power of 
quality, to exist, needs to be exercised in dynamic ways such that the boundaries between the 
powerful and powerless while both are interacting with one another. It is entirely explicitly 
delineated, but manifested in sophisticated ways.  
 
Foucault (2002) points out that the dynamics of power consist in that dimension of a 
relationship whereby A is trying to impose on B’s beliefs, knowledge, truths, interests and 
desires, or specific behaviours that A necessarily wants B to adopt or to change in a manner 
contrary to B's own interest. He adds that the possibility of B resisting A's power still exists. 
Should B resist the power A holds over him/her, B would revert, destabilise and change  
power relation to his/her advantage. However, the power of quality only allows A to enforce 
B and B cannot change the situation. The decisions of agencies of quality either to give 
accreditation, postpone accreditation or not to give accreditation cannot be changed by HEIs. 
The power of quality is clear on staff of HEIs who have to meet certain requirements and 
declared criteria, without any democracy that staff of HEIs can impose change. In this 
relation, HEIs are reactive not proactive or even interactive. They react to the actions of 
agencies of quality, respond to their questions and achieve their requirements. Although 
quality may not seem democratic but I argue that attaining quality requires some kind of 
order and regulation given the vital importance of higher education quality. A degree of 
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control should and must exist because up to a certain point, the quality of higher education 
should and must be pursued. 
 
HEIs are houses of knowledge. Foucault (1994) connects between power and knowledge. He 
argues that the connection between power and knowledge can be a vicious circle: the more 
power, the more knowledge; the more knowledge, the more power. As power recreates itself, 
knowledge of this power has also to evolve to make resistance possible. However, I argue 
that knowledge leads to creating power. An example is Japan (after the II World War) where 
knowledge created the country’s power of international scale. Mayo (1998) draws attention 
to the fact that the more power infuses everything, the deeper the knowledge of the subject 
about itself becomes. This argument establishes the cycle that power and knowledge go 
through constant change.  
 
The power relation between HEIs and agencies of quality is a relationship whereby their 
activities are restrained (dynamically) and restricted between the two parties. Because of 
these dynamic activities, their interests, strategies, and agendas are constantly reshaping 
themselves according to the mutative power characteristics of one part (agencies of quality) 
to the other (HEIs). This endless battle for control over one party by another, originating in 
a conflict of interests, causes the pendulum of power to oscillate between both parties.  
 
I argue that the nature of the power relations between HEIs and agencies of quality varies 
according to time, place and individuals. Creating consent (between these parties) requires 
previous approval and responsibility for the decision from the party which is consenting. 
Consent is not based on conflict of interests. HEIs and Agencies of quality involved in the 
consent both recognise the common purpose to which they ascribe. However, this 
relationship may be characterised by domination from agencies of quality. Burbules (1986) 
points out that domination involves physical and/or psychological strategies which do not 
allow the possibility of resistance. He adds that domination involves total control, absolute 
ruling, and final incontestable command. However, I argue that the kind of domination 
agencies of quality practice on HEIs is not that kind which may destroys their relations. In 
spite of this, I consider that this domination involves the use of physical and/or psychological 
force. HEIs are free not to apply for accreditation from agencies of quality. Gore (1995) 
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argues that freedom is the essential part and basis for the exercise of power. However, without 
certificate of quality, HEIs may lose finance, reputation, trust and may also witness shortage 
in student enrolments due to their low reputation in the sustainable student and labour market. 
Perhaps there is a need to add a new feature to the relationship between HEIs and agencies 
of quality. I argue that this feature is compliance. Troman (2000) points out that compliance 
is considered as a grey area of power relations because it involves negotiation. However, I 
consider that compliance can only be effective in the case of agreement between HEIs and 
agencies of quality. This is because when the compliance between HEIs and agencies of 
quality is a result of an agreement, they close to consent. But when the compliance between 
them is a result of an explicit or implicit threat, they are close to domination again. The 
relations between HEIs and agencies of quality may witness resistance. Tanabe (1999) points 
out that resistance is a dynamic category of power relations. If this is the case, resistance 
implies a changing of strategies on the part of the one who is exercising power (agencies of 
quality), as well as on the part of the one over whom power is being exercised (HEIs). That 
is why resistance by the individual subjected to power makes power so seductive, enchanting 
and exciting to the subject of power. The more resistance to power, the more gratifying and 
inebriating the exercise of power will be. 
 
In fact both of national governments, agencies of quality and HEIs are in need for each other. 
I argue that they are fulfilling each other. The national governments need to make sure that 
their money given to HEIs has been spent on things value-for-money. HEIs need finance, 
reputation, trust, and large sustainable student market. Agencies of quality are there to 
provide HEIs with what they need subject to the level of their quality. National governments 
need independent bodies (agencies of quality) to provide them with accurate reports about 
the quality of their HEIs so the governments can decide what proportions of money each 
higher education institution deserve according to its achievements and according to its level 
of quality. All of national governments, HEIs and agencies of quality are working in the cycle 
of public good. National governments need to ensure that their HEIs for which governments 
provide funding are of satisfactory quality or better, and to ensure speedy rectification of 
unsatisfactory quality. In addition, operating quality encourages improvements in the quality 
of HEIs through the publication of assessment reports and annual reports. I argue that the 
power that quality has is necessary to be operated in the cycle of public good. The cycle of 
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public good is large and complex and needs order and regulation, without which the public 
good cannot be manipulated or governed. Quality is there for manipulation and governance 
of the public good. Power of quality is not only a means of control and direction but also a 
means of prevention. The power of quality created a shift in the relationship between HEIs, 
agencies of quality, national governments and individuals, where the power now is located 




Collins dictionary (2006) defines politicisation as participation in political discussions or 
activities. Collins thesaurus (2009) mentions that to politicise means to render political in 
tone, interest, or awareness. Despite I found no literature on politicisation of quality, I have 
focused on generating a more ‘systematic’ understanding of the nature of this new issue. I 
seek to determine the potential outcomes that this new issue could generate.  However, 
despite acknowledging the distinct limits and experimental nature of quality, I argue that 
quality has the power enough to be politicised (see section 5.5 of this chapter). Currently, the 
global compact of quality is not about politics but about practical solutions to make higher 
education best serve all those who can benefit from. Quality promotes concrete and sustained 
action by its varied operations particularly the private sector, in alignment with broad 
objectives of national governments through practical solutions and impact. This, for example, 
is demonstrated in statements of Kell and Levin (2003) claiming that for the compact, the 
issue of what kind of impact is produced is central not only to the viability of its engagement 
mechanisms (learning, dialogue and partnership projects) but also to the justification of its 
very own existence.  
 
A further dimension to the apolitical characterisation of the compact also transpires is what 
kind of outcomes and changes quality has produced. To date, quality has been commissioned 
by the national agencies and regional networks of quality. To date, no heads of states summit-
level has been held to discuss quality of their national HEIs in spite of its vital importance. 
Quality is as important as air, water and food. Even at the UN and UNESCO level, quality 
has not been yet the notion politically. It is time to politicise quality through the discussions 
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of governments and their national heads of states. What is on earth more important than 
quality? I have explained previously that quality is a right and not luxury (see section 5.4 of 
this chapter). People in the different countries should know their right and attain it. National 
governments should envision what is the means through which quality can be handled? The 
subjects and matters rotated in the discussions of the UN system and in the discussions of 
heads of states are not more important than quality. This research and its realisation articulate 
a design (see chapters 13 – 14 of the thesis) for politicising quality and its power both in the 
UN and among heads of states.  
 
Quality has had noticeable impact on companies. It has primarily accelerated policy change 
in companies while catalysing a proliferation of partnerships projects. Similar considerations 
transpire from the self-reflections of HEIs which operated quality. The reports (OECD, 2008) 
indicate how quality is becoming ingrained in day-to-day corporate strategy of HEIs. This 
allows quality to confidently claim that the implementation of quality is producing systematic 
changes. However, quality has not become yet a discussion on the table of heads of states or 
even their national governments.  
 
The notion of quality, its power and politicisation is formulated here for the first time. I argue 
that multi-stakeholder mechanisms and public-private partnerships could increase 
participation in leading quality to be postulated on the agendas of the global governance. This 
could open up new participatory policies and partnership mechanisms mediated by a neutral 
broker (the United Nations). Not only does this transformation can effectively alter the 
current corporate conduct of quality but also embed the market with social values. People 
across the globe have in common more than they have in difference. National agencies of 
quality address the privates of national countries. Regional networks of quality address the 
regional affairs of their respective region. However and to date, there is no international 
organisation for governing quality across the globe.  
 
The power and politicisation of quality need to be understood empirically and critically. The 
current formulation and usage of quality show that national governments and heads of states 
fail to capture quality within their political relationships. Quality is still compacted in its 
current existing structures. This failure created the reproduction of unequal power-
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relationships between agencies of quality in the developed and developing countries. The 
current picture of quality worldwide shows that countries started recently to issue memoranda 
of understanding and mutual recognitions aimed at the mutual recognition of qualifications 
of HEIs. The vast majority of these agreements are between the developed countries of high 
level of quality. The level of quality of higher education in the developing countries does not 
qualify them to conduct agreements of mutual recognition with the developed countries.  
 
Perhaps a kind of global governance can empower the power and politicisation of quality. 
The current picture of quality across the globe lacks consistency, governance and 
systematisation. There is no manipulating organisation operates and manages quality in the 
world. Although it is a global problem, it is not only represented in the absence of the 
international level of quality but also the negative effects resulting from this absence 
particularly on developing countries. Beyond problematising the power and politicisation of 
quality, the thesis seeks to provide richer empirical and theoretical rationale in chapter six.  
 
The current compact of quality is part and parcel of traditional state-based forms.  
Understanding and critically reflecting on how government-based partnerships operate, what 
ideas and practices they engender, and what effects they produce can illuminate and advance 
the democratic qualities, ideological nature and legitimacy of quality towards a new form of 
global governance. The analytical framework developed in the thesis suggests that agency, 
ideas and political processes can be employed as useful analytical pointers in understanding 
how a new form of global governance may create equal power relationships (e. g. quality 
corporates political responsibilities) between countries. 
 
Quality worldwide is currently comprised by corporations, non-governmental organisations, 
academics, consultants, experts, independent commissions, and other groups of individuals. 
This compact crystallises many of these inside-outside relations, particularly the 
relationships between agencies of quality. Whilst such relationships have often been 
portrayed as necessary reforms to ensure the quality of HEIs, quality has not been existed yet 
as a political arena. The thesis has effectively questioned such views and contributed towards 
advancing a more critical understanding of quality, which is clear in chapter six. However, 
the thesis understands such reforms, particularly the compact of quality as increasing top-
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down management within the wider processes of the neoliberal order. Furthermore, the 
practices of selective engagement suggest that operations of quality may be not conceived as 
places where the less powerful countries can raise consciousness about their grievances and 
opinions in the political spaces, where opposition (from less powerful countries to powerful 
countries) cannot be managed or even disciplined but only dismissed. 
 
Politicising quality can interrogate the discourse and practices of corporate political 
responsibilities within the global political economy that have granted capital and capitalists 
(and therefore their countries) an unprecedented degree of power. In this context, the political 
responsibilities of quality should be viewed cautiously. Therien and Pouliot (2006) argue that 
the neoliberal world order relies on the stewardship of its members to accommodate pressures 
for greater political control. Importantly, the political responsibilities of quality can enable 
countries to employ quality as a human right and forcing national governments to be 
consistent with the universal norms. As such, the political responsibilities of quality can be 
said to legitimise national governments particularly those who did not come to power by 
democracy. The power and politicisation of quality can challenge the totalitarian authorities 
at the very root of inequalities and forms of exploitation. This is a fundamental understanding 
that the political responsibilities of quality conceive any act of heads of states and their 
national governments as progressive and just. However, I consider that the political 
responsibilities maintained by the power and politicisation of quality may face highly 
contested forces (particularly in totalitarian regimes) that view quality as merely a form of 




With the current intensive development in scope, scale, and value worldwide, I created 
systematisation of quality. Strategic plans of HEIs, national policy statements, international 
declarations, and academic articles (see references) all indicate the centrality of 
systematisation in the current world of quality. This research creates to light a new era of 




I argue that ‘systematic’ understanding of quality (via a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality) builds on and respects the local context of national countries. 
This is because (as explained previously) a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality is to work in addition to national agencies and regional networks of quality. The 
new era of international development is that an international level of quality called 
‘systematisation’ is to be created and systematised by a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality for providing the international accreditation to HEIs across the 
globe. This new era of international development is signified with the systematisation of 
quality in the world. The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is not 
to be an alternative for national and regional agencies and networks of quality. This means 
that the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to acknowledge and 
build on national and regional priorities, policies, and practices. I consider that the attention 
now given to the international level of quality should not overshadow or erode the importance 
of the local context. Thus, ‘systematic’ understanding of quality (operated via a United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality) is intended to complement, harmonise, 
and extend the local operations - not to dominate them. If this fundamental truth is not 
respected, strong possibility exists of backlash and for the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality to be seen as a homogenising or hegemonic agent. The United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality will lose then its truth and its worth if it 
ignores or dominates the local context. 
 
The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be a customised 
international ‘Systematisation’. This is because the operations of the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality are to be systematisation of integrating 
international, intercultural, and global dimension into the goals, functions, and delivery of 
quality. As such it is systematic change which is tailored to meet the needs and interests 
starting from the smallest level of analysis of the world (individual level) and including the 
biggest level of analysis in the world (the world level), and of each higher education entity 
across the globe. Consequently, the title of the world of quality before this research is that no 
operation fits all (No Quality Fits All) but now with this research the title of the world of 




However, I consider that there are risks and unintended consequences as well as there are 
benefits from the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. While there 
are multiple and varied benefits (see chapters 13 and 14), important while focusing on 
benefits is to be aware of the risks and unintended negative consequences. The rationale for 
this consideration has many reasons. The first reason is that brain drain from international 
academic mobility is one example of adverse effect. This is because brain circulation does 
not acknowledge the threat of academic mobility and the great brain race for those countries 
at the bottom of the brain chain. The second reason is that the desirability of international 
accredited qualification can (with a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality) be attained by obtaining formal international accreditation from the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality and overcome the international issue represented 
in bogus certificates from degree mills, multiple credentials from double-degree 
programmes, and the rise of accreditation mills certifying rogue operations. The third reason 
is that, in some countries, the over reliance on income from international student fees is 
leading to lower academic standards and the rise of ‘visa factory programmes’. The forth 
reason is that the increased commodification and commercialisation of cross border 
franchising and twinning programmes are threatening the quality and relevance of higher 
education in some regions of the world. The fifth reason is that the present research 
investigation shows that systematisation of quality has no risk. However, I consider that it is 
imperative to be vigilant to different impacts, both positive and negative.  
 
I declare that systematisation of quality is not an end unto itself. The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is means to an end, not an end unto itself. This 
consideration should be taken into account otherwise misunderstood truism can lead to 
skewed understanding of what a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
is or can do. This proposed organisation is to be meant by governing and manipulating the 
systematisation of quality in the world. The suffix of ‘isation’ of ‘systematisation’ signifies 
that systematisation is a process or means of enhancing or achieving aims (Collins 
Dictionary, 2006; Collins Thesaurus, 2009). For example, systematisation of quality can help 
develop international and intercultural knowledge, skills, and values in students through 
teaching and learning, international mobility, and a curriculum that includes international and 
intercultural elements. However, the aim is not only internationalised curriculum or increased 
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academic mobility. Rather the aim is to ensure that students are better prepared to live and 
work in a more interconnected world. Understanding ‘systematic’ quality, as a means to an 
end and not an end unto itself, ensures that all levels starting from the smallest level of 
analysis in the world (the individual level) and ending with the biggest level of analysis in 
the world (the world level) are integrated in systematisation in a sustainable manner into the 
major functions of higher education teaching and learning, research and knowledge 
production, and service to the wider society. 
 
Because the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is meant by 
governing and systematising quality, it is important to differentiate between globalisation 
and internationalisation. Globalisation and internationalisation are different but linked. 
Globalisation focuses on the worldwide flow of ideas, resources, people, economy, values, 
culture, knowledge, goods, services, and technology. Internationalization emphasizes the 
relationship between and among nations, people, cultures, institutions, and systems. This 
means that the difference between the concept of worldwide flow and the notion of 
relationships among nations is both striking and profound.  
  
The current picture of quality lacks systematisation. This means that there is rationale for 
systematisation and articulating a theorisation for establishing the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for governing systematisation of quality. I argue 
that systematisation of quality will not create domain as the existence of the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be in addition to the current national 
agencies and regional networks of quality. The existence of national and regional quality and 
the absence of systematisation of quality with the resulting negative effects represent a 
problem on how degrees and qualifications of HEIs across the globe can be recognised 
worldwide. So the importance of my ‘systematic’ understanding of quality creates the 
readiness to move to the research second phase of systems design for articulating a 
theorisation for establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
I argue that systematisation of quality is relevant, reliable and applicable to situations which 
did not exist before, in new era, to education providers and for the new generations of 
learners. The creation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can 
eradicate the gap between the level of higher education quality in high ranking countries and 
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that of low ranking countries. This would create wider impact for improving the social, 
cultural and economic life of people particularly in the low ranking world, as HEIs would 
have the enthusiasm, guidance and support to attain the international accreditation from a 
body like the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
 
Creating systematisation of quality underpins the rationale for moving to the research second 
phase of systems design (chapters 13 - 14). This creation meets a human right gap existing 
particularly in low ranking countries. I argue that the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality could assist in providing higher education of international quality 
available for all worldwide on the basis of merit without discrimination.  
  
Systematisation of quality comprises three main features. First, it has been concluded by the 
research investigation of the documentary systems analysis. Second, it was discussed by 
participants from the research case studies in the UK and Egypt (see chapter six and seven). 
Third, it is entirely new. These features illustrate that although theoretical generalisation is 
the common feature of systems analysis and design methodology in sciences of engineering, 
computer and information technology, it can be applied to social sciences such as in the 
present research in terms of by making the creation of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality 
rational, feasible and systematic.  
 
The international operations of quality reveal that creating ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality addresses what appears to be missing and its resulting negative effects (particularly 
on low ranking countries) to complete the entire system of systematisation of quality 
worldwide. I argue that a more complete seven level to the system of quality called 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality could be expected to have key outputs on, or influences 
over the three main spheres of economics, politics and society worldwide. The proposed new 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality is designed to provide international accreditation, trust 
and reputation to the qualifications of HEIs across the globe as well as encouraging HEIs to 
address global issues and requirements.  
 
The international operations of quality identified the absence of ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality. Not only this absence is the problem but also the negative effects resulting from 
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this absence particularly on low ranking countries. These operations indicated that key issues 
like mutual recognitions and memoranda of understanding, the poor reputation and absence 
of trust in higher education qualifications in low ranking countries in compare to high ranking 
countries are among the factors rationalising the readiness for moving to the research second 
phase of systems design (chapters 13 - 14). Otherwise, the gap between quality of higher 
education in high ranking and low ranking countries will continue to exist, and that the 
absence of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world will continue to exist too. This 
gap increases numbers of unemployment in low ranking countries due to lack of trust in 
graduates’ qualifications. This means the readiness for harmonising and fulfilling the 
international picture of quality in the world by creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. 
The research second phase, therefore, addresses how systematisation of quality will operate 
and how it will be manipulated. The future of systematisation of quality in addition to the 
expected outcomes and benefits of this creation are also required to be addressed in the 
research second phase. This illuminates the research strategic impact of global scale on the 
economic, political and social life of people across the globe. The research second phase is, 
therefore, constituted to create new era of international development of positive impact on 
high ranking and low ranking countries and regions around the world. Systematisation of 
quality, then, creates global impact for the research implications. 
  
5.9 Summary of Chapter Five 
 
This chapter addressed the features, issues and operations of quality. It started with an 
investigation into the features of quality covering mainly the notion, functions, mechanisms, 
types and legitimacy of quality. This main section (features of quality) introduced a 
terminology that suits the research methodology of analysis and its breadth and depth global 
scale. The chapter then moved to the second main section (issues in quality). Most important 
in this second section is introducing power and politicisation and systematisation of quality. 
The analysis of these issues highlights their contested nature and that these issues are often 
inter-related. What is the compulsory element (power) that motivates national governments, 
agencies of quality, HEIs and individuals to undertake quality? How and why quality should 
undertake political responsibilities (politicisation)? All these issues have been discussed in 
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the chapter. Given this outlook, the thesis next step is to investigate quality in depth and detail 
in the UK and Egypt as two contrasting case studies representing two different regimes and 



































This chapter investigates current operations in the development of quality in the UK. The 
data in this chapter has principally been obtained from document analysis and semi-
structured face-to-face interviews conducted with: four principal staff from the University of 
Exeter in the UK. The analysed data is directed to investigate the current operations of quality 
in the UK, with view to explore the readiness of the context for ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality. To explore this, direct questions on these issues were included in the interview 
schedule, together with other views and visions interviewees would like to make in case the 
opportunity is available (see Appendix A).  
 
The case of the UK is presented first followed by the case of Egypt as the UK case has been 
established first. With each case, the analysis and discussion start from the whole before 
moving to the part and, then, returning back to the whole. The analysis and discussion of 
each case start from the whole with an overview for introducing each case followed by an 
explicit analysis on the operations of development in quality in the UK. The chapter then 
moves to the part through the analysis and discussion on the development of these operations 
in the two contexts in depth and detail. The analysis ranges on a number of themes starting 
from the smallest level of analysis in the world (the individual level) and ending with the 
biggest level of analysis in the world (the world level). The seven themes of analysis 
represented in: individual level; programme level; department/faculty level; institutional 
level; national level; regional level; and the world level are discussed in this chapter. The 
discussion of the seventh theme (the world level) is placed as the empirical rationale for 
deciding the potential, and therefore articulating theorisation, for establishing a United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN for 
governing the system of systematisation of quality in the world and providing the 
international accreditation for HEIs across the globe (see chapters 13 and 14). The analysis 
and discussion return back to the whole through addressing key issues characterising each 
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case. This main section presents comparably and systematically the main features, issues and 
operations of quality in the UK. It offers corrective actions to address the weaknesses in the 
UK. This section presents the importance of systematic vision in the operations of quality. 




The emergence of quality in business and industry has contributed to the establishment of 
national agencies for evaluating and enhancing the quality of higher education.  This process 
can be seen as cultural phenomenon through which identifying potential challenges facing 
nations are addressed through socialising quality as a culture and way of life. Vajda et al. 
(2006) point out that in the early 1990s changes within higher education began to influence 
policy towards quality in terms of implementing quality through the guidelines and norms of 
national standards. Harvey and Stensaker (2008) argue that the driving forces for quality are 
directed to demonstrate the quality of work towards a better reputation, and to have better 
chances in applying for projects, contracts and/or support to maintain quality. Richardson 
(2002) indicates the reasons for this development by arguing that, in the UK, higher education 
generally and educational inquiry particularly witnessed a great significance of intellectual 
continuity and of philosophical, historical and social strands. The Dearing report (Dearing, 
1997) explains that quality is not only relevant to enhancing the quality of students’ learning 
but also to equipping them to be effective lifelong learners.  
 
For these reasons the UK established the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) in 1997 as 
independent and for non-profit agency owned by the organisations that represent the heads 
of UK universities and colleges to rationalise external quality assurance within higher 
education that existed up to this date. Although the UK universities and colleges are 
responsible for managing academic standards and quality of their awards, reports (QAA, 
2009) show that QAA judges how well universities and colleges fulfil their responsibility 
and the effectiveness of their processes aimed at safeguarding the public interest in more than 
169 universities and colleges, and of student numbers at individual universities and colleges 




6.3 Operations of Development 
 
The quality of higher education in the UK is public concern. Although this importance is 
recognised by the government, HEIs, the QAA and partners and beneficiaries, quality in the 
UK started recently in 1997 with the establishment of QAA in comparison to the USA, where 
quality started in 1885 (see section 3.2 of chapter three). However, HEIs started seriously in 
improving the quality of their provision. Brown (2004) points out that the arrangements for 
quality started with the Further and Higher Education Act 1992 with its abolition of the binary 
divide in higher education, creation of unitary mechanism of funding and the creation of 
quality assessment arrangements. 
 
Although this context is new to old universities, the former polytechnics have experienced 
these types of processes through reviews by Her Majesty’s Inspectors, as their academic 
standards were accredited by Council for National Academic Awards.  Clark (2006) argues 
that quality was created because the Government was determined to ensure the maintenance 
of quality in teaching and learning. However, King (2006) argues that the regime of quality 
created additional burdens on HEIs. He adds that it is better for the money spent on the 
operations of quality and its procedures to be spent on enhancing education and research 
within HEIs. Although King’s argument may be rational but how the targeted enhancement 
that he argues for can be assessed? Without the operations of quality, it is difficult to assess 
the quality of higher education and declare the results of this assessment. This means that the 
money spent on the operations and procedures of quality goes for valid reasons (see sections 
5.3 and 5.4 of chapter five).  
 
Not only is the quality of teaching assessed but also the quality of research. Harvey and 
Newton (2004) point out that assessing the quality of research started in the 1980s. Although 
its methodology changed over the years, it was based on peer review. In this type of 
assessment, quality is linked to funding as significant resources depended on the outcomes. 
 
Another form of external assessment Robert (2004) indicates is the quality audit process 
carried out by the Higher Education Quality Council (HEQC), which was a creation of the 
institutions themselves and owned by them through the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and 
Principals (CVCP). Robert adds that its procedures were adopted from the Academic Audit 
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Unit of the CVCP, introduced in the old universities in 1990. The process also used peer 
review and was focused at the institutional level. He argues that quality audit considers the 
autonomy and accountability of HEIs (see sections 5.5 and 5.6 of chapter five). I agree with 
Robert because the main function of quality audit is to investigate whether HEIs have internal 
quality systems and whether they are working properly. 
 
By mid-1990s, HEIs experienced quality assessment of teaching, research and institutional 
management. However, Brown (2004) argues that these types of quality assessment are not 
desired especially among the old universities, which consider these types of quality 
assessment as a threat to their autonomy. His concerns are about the amount of bureaucracy 
involved. Codd (2005) agrees with Brown that some academic staff believed this intrusion 
into academic affairs should be resisted at all costs, and differs with him in that the majority 
recognised that there should be some accountability for one of the main functions of 
universities. However, I argue that the lack of desire towards quality Brown argues for might 
be because of the lack of familiarity with the features and operations of quality. Thomas 
(2005) points out that many staff accepted reviews as a useful purpose and some welcomed 
the increased attention being given to the quality of teaching and learning. Clark (2006) 
agrees with Thomas and argues that the only concern is about the resources needed and the 
time taken to participate in these types of quality assessment.   
 
The current operations of quality in the UK have been preceded by work and research. This 
means that quality in the UK is based on creation emanated from research and studies. Brown 
(2004) points out that the proposals introduced since 1993 for a single quality assurance 
regime led in 1997 to the creation of the QAA which took over responsibility for assessing 
teaching from the funding councils and institutional audits from the HEQC. However, the 
responsibility for assessing research remains with the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE), 
which is to be replaced by the Research Excellence Framework in 2013, and funding 
councils. The QAA continues to audit quality control procedures and monitors quality relying 
on institutional self-regulation. In spite of this, King (2006) argues that the QAA is imposing 




Documents (QAA, 2002) show that the QAA is a buffer agency independent of the UK 
governments and owned by the organisations that represent the heads of HEIs in the UK. 
HEIs in the UK are responsible for managing the standards and quality of their awards. The 
QAA carries out external review of their quality. The QAA assesses how reliably HEIs fulfil 
their responsibility. It assesses also the effectiveness of their processes. This means that the 
QAA safeguards the public interest in relation to higher education qualifications. In addition, 
it encourages HEIs to keep improving their quality.  
 
The QAA performs its role in assuring the quality of HEIs in the UK. The quality of HEIs is 
assured through conducting external reviews at institutional level. Documents (QAA, 2006) 
show that amongst the roles of the QAA is to advise the government on applications for 
degree awarding powers and university titles. It also describes clear academic standards 
through academic infrastructure. This is done through: the frameworks of higher education 
qualifications; the codes of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards; and 
subject benchmark statements and programme specifications. Most important is to offer 
advice on academic standards and quality to partners and beneficiaries. The roles of QAA 
lead me to argue that the institutional-level reviews reduce the amount of external scrutiny 
and recognise the institutional autonomy.  
 
Documents (QAA, 2009) show that the external review/audit is the main approach for 
institutional level assessment. There are three methods of review: self-review; peer-review; 
and external examiner for providing independent professional opinion on the appropriateness 
of the assessment of students’ performance and standards achieved on graduation. The 
approach followed in assuring the quality of HEIs in the UK is the external review/audit. 
Data of assessment is gathered through: self-review report; site visit report; survey; students’ 
work; and external examiners’ reports. The nature of these reports is mainly qualitative 
detailing standards and quality. The result of these reports can be either formative represented 
in quality improvement or summative represented in accountability. The outcomes of this 
operation have significant impact on the reputation of HEIs as the reports are published 
publicly (see sections 3.2.6 and section 3.2.10 of chapter three). The QAA links these 




It is clear from the documents (QAA, 2009; 2010) that quality in the UK have two main 
purposes: improvement; and accountability. Regarding improvement, the QAA reports to the 
audited HEIs with recommendations for further consideration, with a view to identify the 
good practice. Follow-up procedures are there to ensure that HEIs continue managing 
academic standards and quality. Regarding accountability, the full report is published 
publicly on the website of the QAA. Publishing these reports enables partners and 
beneficiaries particularly students to make their decisions on which higher education 
institution they would enrol based on the published reports of the QAA. In case that certain 
higher education institution receives a judgment of low confidence, the report is published 
with a programme of follow up action. In case that this institution still not progressing 
satisfactorily after implementing the remedial plan, the funding councils reserves the right to 
withdraw some or all of its funding.  
 
Documents (QAA, 2005) show operations of quality in the UK start with the preparation of 
internal self-evaluation through reports and documents. The QAA then arranges for peer 
review site-visit, where institutional audit encourages self-evaluation and offers opportunities 
for enhancing institutional management of standards and quality. These audits take place 
every six years. The visits last over five days where the audit team speaks to staff and students 
and reviews relevant reports and documents. Although these reviews comprise some 
postgraduate research programmes to see how research activities inform learning 
opportunities, the quality of research is reviewed through the Research Excellence 
Framework (previously the Research Assessment Exercise). Bush (2007) points out that the 
results of the research reviews impact on the funding allocated to HEIs. He argues that it has 
a serious impact on the reputation of departments through the published ratings. The team 
makes a judgment about confidence that can be placed in terms of academic standard and 
quality of learning opportunities. Once HEIs prepared their internal self-evaluation reports 
and documents, the QAA arranges for institutional audit through peer review and site visit. 
The results of the site visit vary to include: confidence; limited confidence; or no confidence. 
The report is published on the website of the QAA while follow up procedures are taken 
when required. However, the process does not finish by reaching this result as continuous 
improvement takes place, where a mid-cycle follow up serves for HEIs and QAA on the 
continuing management of standards and quality. This mid cycle is normally three years after 
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an institutional audit, and is a paper-based exercise conducted by two senior officers of the 
QAA drawing upon institutional reports and documents.  
 
6.4 Levels of Development 
 
The main intellectual frame that underpins the following depiction of current operations in 
the levels of development of quality in the UK generally and in the University of Exeter 
particularly as an exemplar is documentary analysis depending on the available data from of 
the University of Exeter, and accompanied with semi-structured face-to-face interviews with 
four key experts from the University of Exeter. The structure of the analysis is set out in 
relation to seven themes covering: individual level; programme level; department/faculty 
level; institutional level; national level; regional level; and the world level. 
 
6.4.1 Individual Level 
 
Students are seen as key partners in the teaching-learning evaluation process. Documents 
(University of Exeter, 2010a) show students are asked in the University of Exeter to give 
their views about the programme, course and/or class. This reflects upon good and bad 
features of the educational provision they encounter. Regarding the individual academic 
staff, documents (University of Exeter, 2010b) show that the University has preparation 
policy for new staff to introduce them to the University and introduce the University to 
them.  The preparation process includes personal, academic and professional development 
and their role within it. This preparation is linked to a discussion of   equality, diversity and 
the needs of students. I argue that this preparation qualifies them to deal with different issues 
including: assertiveness; dealing with stress; performance management; delegation skills; 
presentation skills; time management; project management; leading teams; and recruitment 
and selection.  
 
The interviews reveal that the University of Exeter operates quality assurance through the 
work of expert administrative staff. The expert interviewees were asked about their individual 
duties and responsibilities regarding quality assurance and the main roles of the University 
(teaching and learning, research, and community outreach and knowledge transfer). The 
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perceptions of participants indicate that quality in the UK is in the hand of administrative 
staff. To reflect this expert R said: “my work is a central role…..I am responsible for the 
research policy which includes managing research and monitoring……research and 
knowledge transfer…..responsible for the finances, collecting data about higher education 
business survey”. Expert A said: “I deal with the facilities making sure that the finances are 
there and the administrative processes are alright…..we provide support for the academic 
staff and we facilitate the work in the school”. Expert H said: “I have no responsibilities 
other than teaching and learning and my responsibilities for teaching and learning are 
several, but the most important are that I am responsible for the development of academic 
policy and education strategy…..the way that the university meets its ambitions for 
education”. Expert D said “I am responsible for the development and operation of the 
university quality assurance processes but which it maintains quality and standards with the 
national UK framework and I oversee the way the university works in this area”.  
 
These answers reflect quality assurance as it is applied to the main spheres of activities of the 
University of Exeter. The answers of the experts reveal that the three roles of the University 
(teaching and learning, research, and community outreach and knowledge transfer) are 
separated from each other in terms of finance and administration. Teaching and learning is 
the function responsible for imparting deliver knowledge and skills to students to enabling 
them to engage in the society and benefit themselves and their society. Research is seen as 
opening up new paths and envisaging up to date perspectives for addressing challenges and 
goals targeted by society. To reflect this, expert R said that “there are 620/630 academic 
staff who have contract to do research as well as teach and those who are the ones we 
monitor”.  Community outreach and knowledge transfer exist to promote social commitment 
via creating new paths between the university and society and getting in engagement.  
 
Most important is that the answers of the experts reveal that the administration of teaching 
and learning is separated from the administration of research which is also separated from 
the administration of community outreach and knowledge transfer. These perceptions 
indicate the lack of systematisation. The administration of these three branches could be 
under an overall system to combine within it a set of sub-systems comprising the three roles 
of higher education. The answers of expert R reveal that academic staff are meant by teaching 
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and learning, research and community outreach and knowledge transfer. However, quality is 
not in their hands. I argue that academic staff are in the best position to operate quality in the 
UK rather than delivering its operations to the hands of administrative staff. The answer of 
experts is consistent with Underwood (2000) and with Harvey and Stensaker (2008) who 
argue that the purpose of enhancing quality of teaching and learning in British higher 
education is of very direct concern to students, both current and prospective. Although I agree 
with them, I argue that ideas about the direction in which quality should be enhanced lacks 
systematisation. Underwood adds that quality is of concern to academic staff who are the 
subject providers. This rationalises the need to transfer the operations of quality in the UK 
from administrative staff to academic staff as preface for systematisation.  
 
6.4.2 Programme Level 
 
Any academic programme that is degree-based with dedicated curriculum involves 
components such as students, teachers and facilities that are necessary to run that programme. 
The programmes in the Graduate School of Education, University of Exeter have curricula 
which are coherent and structured according to set of goals with related contents, procedures 
and means that determine the teaching and learning activities. Expert A was asked about the 
administration of academic programmes. The reflection was that “we have the programme 
administrator who looks after the programmes and looks after the quality assurance”. This 
answer reveals that the quality of programmes is administered by administrative staff. This 
is surprising because academic programmes are a repertoire of activities for students and 
teachers to reach goals that are set for the students to be qualified for certification. This means 
that the nature of quality of programmes is academic which should be administered by 
academics. This is because the programmes include academic activities related to students 
and their teachers and not related to administrative staff.  
 
I noticed that schools and academic units are required to systematise operations of 
programmes. I argue that systematisation can create the national relevance and the global 
significance. The required ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is to connect periodic review 
with institutional process, and can be connected further to the national, regional and 
international levels. In spite of this, I consider that the operations of annual monitoring allow 
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the schools and the University to provide secure mechanism with which to assure themselves 
that programme is meeting the targeted aims. This would also impact effectively on the wider 
society through learning outcomes of these programmes. I observed that the University of 
Exeter provides equal importance to the different programmes regardless of the impact on 
society. For example dance education and engineering have the same importance and given 
equal attention. Although this performance denotes equity in theory but the practice 
rationalises that not all programmes are of the same importance. For example, the projects of 
engineering affect and facilitate the daily life of people and meet their life needs. But dance 
education denotes personal interests and does not affect our life like what engineering does. 
This means that programmes should be scaled according to their importance and strategic 
value. 
 
Experts were asked whether the School follows the University or it has its own regulations. 
Expert A said that “we receive the instructions from the University and then we implement 
them for our own programme and this is what we specifically do”. This answer denotes the 
centrality of managing programmes in the University. However, Expert A reported that the 
School is entitled to propose new programmes to stimulate innovation and creation. Expert 
A added that “we are responsible for proposing new programmes, so any innovation on how 
we teach modules lies with us…..it is an organised autonomy to innovate and create under 
the supervision of the university”.  
 
It has been reported that the programmes operated in the schools are consistent with the 
national agenda and of significance to the global economy. This perception is consistent with 
the literature (Harvey and Green, 1993; Floud, 2005; Harvey and Stensaker, 2008; Harris, 
2011) which shows that quality in the UK is of national relevance and global significance. 
This perception was informed by expert H who said that “we are there to provide 
programmes that meet employment of our students whether that is national or global 
economy”. In spite of this significance, my considerations about the programmes in the 
schools are implied in the potential for a collective systematic vision that can envision each 




Although the programme specifications are well established, it could be enhanced if they 
were systematically designed. Documents (QAA, 2010) indicate that the QAA Code of 
Practice assesses the processes used by institutions to approve, monitor and review academic 
programmes. This fosters the culture of continuous enhancement of provision. However, 
Turjansky and Morries (2009) argue that if the institutional mechanisms exist to recognise 
and commend good practice in the context of a specific programme or discipline area, the 
potential to spread this more widely is not always realised. They add that the QAA offers 
little direction as to how enhancement can be achieved. I argue that the systematic vision can 
assist in creating this targeted enhancement. This is because systematisation combines 
between the dispersed parts and organise them as sub-systems which are parts of the overall 
system. ‘Systematic’ understanding of quality envisions the whole then moves to the part and 
returns back to the whole. 
 
6.4.3 Department/Faculty Level 
 
At departmental/faculty level, there is a record of the annual documentation of the research 
outputs/publications of academic staff in the individual departments. Documents (TQA, 
2010) indicate that the School’s performance is assessed against range of quality parameters. 
These parameters include: admission, progression and completion data; previous monitoring 
report; monitoring of modules; external examiner’s reports accompanied with University and 
School responses; consultation with employers and former students; staff evaluation; student 
evaluation; and programme aims. To ensure accountability, school audit meeting is overseen 
by a member of the school who is independent of the process of annual monitoring. To reflect 
this operation, expert R said that “based on the annual monitoring we do every year through 
the institutional audit, we look at the performance, quality and academic staff…..quality 
profile at three levels and overall quality profile: one for the environment, one for 
esteem……and one for the outputs……we get the grades and the comment over every 
submitted subject area”. 
 
In spite of this, the interview with expert A reveals that there is no dedicated systematic 
structure in the Graduate School of Education at the University of Exeter for assuring and 
accrediting quality of teaching and learning, research and community outreach and 
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knowledge transfer. I noticed that these three branches of School’s roles are administered 
separately. I argue that the systematic administration might be more effective. This is because 
these three branches are connected together and should be administered under an overall 
umbrella system. To assure this, expert A said that “we have one person who is responsible 
for the quality assurance programmes…..we have a structure but it is not uniquely for quality 
assurance”.  
 
Operations of quality assurance in the Graduate School of Education, University of Exeter 
tend to focus on academic programmes and not on departments. I noticed that the School 
operates as professional community characterised by practices aimed at developing students. 
I argue that the structure of the School needs to be reformed into departments, with a view 
that each department has its own programmes. In case that this reform is approved, I suggest 
implementing the systems analysis and design methodology to underpin the reform. This is 
helpful in transferring from the current operations to the targeted system. In addition, the 
consistency between the system of the School and the systems of the university, country, 
region and the world should be taken into consideration. 
   
Documents (University of Exeter, 2010d) show that schools and academic departments in 
the University are reviewed on annual basis to assure continuing quality and relevance. The 
aim of annual monitoring for the School and University collectively is to provide a secure 
mechanism with which to assure that the programmes of schools are meeting their aims and 
learning outcomes effectively. I noticed that the Graduate School of Education treats 
programmes collectively for purposes of review and audit while, at the same time, identifies 
and addresses any matters of concern in programmes.  
 
6.4.4 Institutional Level 
 
Reviewing the website of the University of Exeter leads me say that the analysis of the 
institutional level can be overviewed via three main categories which include teaching and 
learning, research, and community outreach and knowledge transfer. I noticed that schools 
of the University operate differently. In spite of this differentiation, the University is the 
governing body of each of these schools. The responses of the interviewees reveal that each 
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school administers itself differently. They concluded that the main part of monitoring 
performance is the academic performance and how it moves towards the Research Excellence 
Framework which replaces the RAE. They added that the government wants to make sure 
that the research impact goes to help industry and economy. I noticed that the University of 
Exeter did very well in the UK’s 2008 RAE, improving the quality of research and submitting 
significant number of staff. This means that the university is on the way to achieve its 
strategy. The interviewees explain that the RAE and subsequent the Research Excellence 
Framework which is going to take place in 2013 is a national peer-review process for 
assessing the University’s research quality. Expert R asserted that “the University manages 
research and deals with the research assessment exercise on behalf of the schools……we get 
the academic work from the schools and we send them to the RAE. Research in Exeter is 
separated from community outreach and teaching and learning”.  
 
What facilitates combining research agendas in schools together is the University’s overall 
agenda of research. However, the operations have the potential to be systematic. The agenda 
of the University can represent the overall system combining the sub-systems of schools’ 
agendas. Expert R was asked about this development. The answer was that “the agenda for 
research within the University of Exeter is identified by the University and not by the RAE” 
while “community outreach and knowledge transfer is operated centrally through the 
university and not via every school”. This answer reveals that quality of research is not 
accompanied with the quality of community outreach and knowledge transfer. The 
University contributes to community services through the process of community outreach 
and knowledge transfer. The interviewees reported that the Higher Education Funding 
Council for England (HEFCF) identifies categories of community service and the University 
proceeds to address these categories. This means that this process follows a reactive 
approach, where the University does not report back to HEFCE on what has been achieved 
in the field. It would be better if there was kind of interaction and feedback from the 
University to report on the developmental engagement with the community. 
 
Expert R was asked whether it is better for every school to have its own plan of quality 
assurance. The answer was that “yes, for example community outreach in the School of 
Engineering is higher than the School of Drama because of the nature of specialisation as a 
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vocational”. Perhaps the reason for this separation is because operations of quality assurance 
are not located in the hands of academics. The administrative staff (who operate quality in 
the University) might be not familiar like academics with the potential to connect quality of 
teaching and learning with quality of research and with quality of community outreach and 
knowledge transfer. I argue that it is time to transfer the operations of quality from the hands 
of administrative staff to the hands of academics who are specialised and more familiar with 
the nature of higher education and the requirements of its quality.  
 
6.4.5 National Level 
 
In August 1997 the QAA took over the quality assurance functions of the Higher Education 
Quality Council (HEQC). Just over two years later the QAA announced the final details of 
the new ‘Quality Framework’ which was to operate from 2002. The QAA tries to achieve 
many roles and tasks. Hacham and Sheinman (2003) point out some of these roles which 
include the promotion and maintenance of quality and standards in higher education provided 
by or in collaboration with the UK universities and colleges. They add that the QAA is meant 
by enhancing teaching and learning, and the identification and promotion of innovation and 
good practice in teaching and learning. Brown (2000) adds another role represented in the 
provision of information and the publication of reports on quality and standards in HEIs.  
 
HEIs in the UK are autonomous and accountable bodies. Hendry (2010) points out that every 
higher education institution in the UK is responsible for the quality of education it provides 
and the standards of the awards it makes. He adds that each institution has its own internal 
quality assurance procedures. Each university sets its mission and part of its mission is to 
teach and undertake research to support society and support economy and outreach. This 
reflection is perceived by expert H who said that “most British universities look to provide 
some public benefits”. I observed this reflection in the University of Exeter. For example, 
the University of Exeter has an interest in understanding the economic and social implications 
of environmental change and it is setting up environmental sustainability institute. I argue 
that the discipline of this new institute is an important area of public policy. This new project 




The universities in the UK started to address issues of national relevance and global 
significance. This is reported in the answers of expert R when asked about the priorities of 
the UK universities in teaching and research. Expert R answered that “some international 
priorities like climate change, economic crisis, peace and issues of immigration are 
addressed by research councils…..at the moment, I am working on a new research strategy 
for the University around key performance indicators…..about what impact is our research 
having in the UK”.  
 
Meanwhile, British universities put considerable effort into attracting international students. 
Expert H was asked about the mechanism followed by the UK universities in this aspect. The 
answer of expert H was that “the development and operation of quality assurance processes 
maintain quality and standards with the national UK framework”. The answer of expert H 
reveals that the UK universities have international perspectives in programmes and 
guidelines to investigate what they teach from international concepts to address international 
perspectives. However, expert H reported that some kind of harmonisation is required by the 
UK universities to create consistency between the national relevance and the global 
significance. The answer of this expert denotes that this area needs further enhancement by 
commenting that “I believe that we need both national agenda and international agenda”.  
 
I argue that adopting international perspectives is beneficial for high and low ranking 
countries. However, Expert D considered that the low ranking countries are more in need to 
adopt such perspectives. The issue of politicisation I addressed in section 3.4.10 of chapter 
three is reflected here. It is time to politicise quality and to discuss its issues and concerns on 
the tables of heads of states and between national governments. To reflect this, Expert D 
argued that “developing countries may be in more need……I am sure that they are in more 
need to develop their higher education sectors, their economy and their society”. 
 
6.4.6 Regional Level 
 
The UK is a European country and is a member of the European Network for Quality 
Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA), which was established in 2000 to promote 
European co-operation in the field of quality assurance. Documents (ENQA, 2003) show that 
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the ENQA has safeguarded the public interest through adopting sound standards and 
guidelines of higher education qualifications and encouraging continuous improvement in 
the management of quality of higher education.  
 
Another structure at the regional level associated with the European Higher Education Area 
is the Bologna Process emanated from Bologna Declaration in 1999. Documents (ESIB, 
2008) indicate that the overarching aim of the Bologna Process is to create a European Higher 
Education Area (EHEA) based on cooperation and academic exchange that is attractive to 
European students and staff as well as to students and staff from other parts of the world. The 
envisaged EHEA will facilitate mobility of students, graduates and higher education staff. 
The EHEA aims to prepare students for their future careers and for life as active citizens in 
democratic societies, and support their personal development. In addition, the operations of 
the EHEA offer broad access to high-quality higher education based on democratic principles 
and academic freedom.  
 
It is clear that both ENQA and the EHEA exist to promote the cooperation between the 
European countries in the field of quality assurance and ease the recognition of degrees and 
other qualifications. However, they are only networks and processes and neither of them 
performs the operations of assuring and accrediting the quality of HEIs. They are similar to 
other regional networks in the field of quality (see chapter five). Expert D was asked about 
the impact of such regional networks on national higher education. The answer reveals that 
the cultural dimension is the governing factor to establish these networks. However, he 
expressed that these networks face challenges and difficulties. Expert D said that “quality 
assurance agencies in each country reflect their culture and the relationship between the 
institutions and the state…..Bologna Process faces challenges of difficulties of broad 
equivalence, [as] there are commons and differences”. Although the existence of these 
regional networks facilitates the work among the member countries, these networks lacks 
systematisation. The connections are only limited to the national agencies of quality and not 
at the institutional level across HEIs. Being the core of quality, HEIs need to engage in 




6.4.7 The World Level 
 
Interviewees were asked about probing this, they concurred that systematising quality could 
be secured through negotiations and agreements with HEIs themselves being part of such 
operations.  This is clear from the answer of expert D saying that “we have kind of 
development which is to look at globalising programmes to make sure that the international 
dimension is at all types of programmes. We want to internationalise because we want to 
make sure that we have wide range of students from all over the world to take our 
programmes and to contribute to our teaching and learning”. Systematising quality 
facilitates exchanging degree recognition and accepting students from other parts of the 
world so as to formalise equivalence of standards. I consider that section 8.2.1 of chapter 
eight reveals that the European region established the European Higher Education Area, the 
European Consortium for Accreditation and the European Network for Quality Assurance to 
facilitate mutual recognition among European HEIs. However, systematisation of quality via 
the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to provide the international 
accreditation to HEIs across the globe (see section 1.5 of chapter one and section 2.8 of 
chapter two and section 5.2 of chapter five and section 7.4.7 of chapter seven and see chapter 
nine). 
 
Working with HEIs in high and low ranking countries to build their capacity and to help 
countries forward requires international systematisation to make this easier. Such framework 
is beneficial to both high and low ranking countries. This is feasible because higher education 
is adequate for internationalisation. For example, research of HEIs can serve internationally 
as well as locally. However, the key issue is funding and resources for conducting research 
of high quality. Expert H was asked about this issue and the answer was that “increasingly 
in the United Kingdom, the research that has to be funded needs to show that it has impact 
on the local society and also on the international society…..it needs to take into account that 
it has impact on the environment”. However, research needs to meet international needs. To 
reflect this, expert H said that “some of the research in the schools meets international needs 
and some does not”. This leads me to argue that academics need to evaluate their research 




Expert R was asked about the potential for internationalising quality via establishing the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality and its relation to research. The 
answer was that “research is unique piece of information each time that needs to be assessed 
and it can be assessed internationally via review panel. If the suggested organisation is to 
provide international research areas, I think yes, there is need for establishing a United 
Nations organisation for International Quality assurance and Accreditation in Higher 
Education. I can see gap in the international area because national operations meet national 
requirements, regional operations meet regional requirements, but there is no international 
operation for meeting the international requirements. Logically you can argue for that, but 
you need to think about who would monitor it, who would pay for it and who would benefit 
from it”. This answer is interesting because it leads me to envision how the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality will be operated. I argue that outstanding experts 
and academics from across the globe can be elected to come together to operate the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. However, the selection of these 
operators should be based on qualitative dimensions such as expertise and contribution and 
not based on quantitative such as representation and numbers. Regarding funding the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality, money can be collected from member 
states of the UN. In addition, every higher education institution or programme seeks to be 
accredited internationally from the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality has to pay fees which can be used in funding a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality. 
 
The perspective of expert R agrees with the perspective of expert H on the potential of 
systematising quality. However, Expert H added the rationale of gathering data from across 
the globe to compare between nations. This is what the research did in chapter four, where I 
investigated current operations in the development of quality in the UK and Egypt. The 
investigation of the research case studies produced significant comparative findings. The 
potential of the two contexts for internationalisation is presented in this section. I asked expert 
H about the potential for systematisation of quality and establishing the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. The answer of expert H was that “at the 
moment, we need to gather data from across the globe to compare between nations to 
proceed with the global needs. To meet global vision, you would have to have an organisation 
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internationally. We need international organisation because you would not have that from 
individual nations. If you need to proceed with the global agenda, you will have to establish 
international organisation to deal with that. You need to establish the organisation first, 
secondly to set criteria, and thirdly to identify how you will achieve them. What is good for 
your neighbours is good for you. It would have to be regulated. You would have to have 
international body to organise that. If you are going to create this new era of international 
development, you would have to have that organisation. There is need for creating this new 
era of international development”. 
 
However, the perspective of expert R envisions that each country should meet the 
international agenda according to its national needs. Expert R envisioned that “the best thing 
is to establish international agenda and each nation operates it according to its needs and 
then the institution operates it. There should be international organisation for quality 
assurance and accreditation in higher education”. 
 
I argue that occupying first grades in world rankings does not necessarily mean that these 
world class HEIs meet international needs. This means that a United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality is to regulate complex questions on how to set international 
agreement about the way HEIs should address the needs of the world. Expert H was asked 
about his vision regarding this issue. The perspective of expert H on this complex issue was 
that “there is a need for such organisation to regulate big questions on how such organisation 
is going to set international agreement about the world. Then every country will work 
towards common global goals for the good of humanity”. I consider that each country has 
the right of freedom to work towards common global needs for the good of the world. 
However, I argue that it would be better if operations of countries and their HEIs towards 
addressing global needs are based on the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality from body 
like a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. The question arises here 
is how can the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality succeed on what 
the heads of states and their governments cannot do? How will the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality achieve what regions cannot achieve? In case 
that the soft creation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality turned 
to hard creation, it is recommended to assist HEIs on how they can meet both national and 
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international need. The hard creation can bring outstanding experts and academics from HEIs 
across the globe for operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality.  
 
I consider that the international priority is complex question. However, I argue that 
international priorities should be filtered through the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality to examine where are the priorities for the world? This means the 
potential for internationalisation on big issues like quality that have to be addressed at 
international level. Expert H was asked about this complex issue and the answer was that 
“although the agenda of my University is focused nationally, there are interests on what 
issues affecting the world and then we align ourselves with these priorities”.  
 
Experts were asked whether quality of teaching and learning, research and community 
outreach and knowledge transfer are ready for internationalisation. Regarding 
internationalising quality of teaching and learning, the answer of expert D was that 
“internationalisation would either require each country to agree to harmonise their internal 
operations or it would require some umbrella body to find a way to recognise and evaluate 
the differences in the internal operations and decide the extent to which they are broadly 
comparable and equivalent”. For internationalising quality of research, the answer of expert 
H was that “the best thing is to establish an international agenda and each nation operates 
it according to its needs and then the institutions operate it”. Regarding internationalising 
quality of community outreach and knowledge transfer, the answer of expert R was that “yes, 
certainly and due to international needs, an international office has been established in the 
University, and it is part of the group called ‘Communication and Partnership’ divided into 
three parts: knowledge transfer as one part and international is another part and 
communication is a third part”. However, I noticed that some schools deliver knowledge 
transfer more than others. My notice is confirmed by Expert R who said that “community 
outreach and knowledge transfer in School of Engineering is higher than the School of 
Drama because of the nature of specialisation as vocational”.  
 
The answers of experts reveal that the operations of the University of Exeter are ready for 
internationalisation. For example, the University of Exeter wants to be one of the top 100 
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universities in the world and it has its own strategy for attaining this aim. It is clear that the 
University wants to be international in everything it does. Expert R was asked about the 
potential for internationalising current operations in quality assurance in the University of 
Exeter and the answer was that “we have a very big research unit. We are aware of these 
challenges. We are trying to do our part regarding that and in the last few years, we became 
aware of such global issues”. Experts stated that quality of academic programme is capable 
for internationalisation as it offers educational experience of high quality. To examine the 
nature of experience the programme offers, experts were asked whether implementing 
systematisation of quality can entitle the programme to offer educational experience of 
national relevance and global significance. Expert A from the UK answered “yes, we are 
responsible for proposing new programmes. So any innovation on how we teach modules lies 
with us. Quality assurance is the way we approve programmes and the way we monitor 
them”.  Expert D answered that “to me, quality assurance is about maintaining academic 
standards of degrees and the quality of learning opportunities”. Expert H answered that 
“although the agenda is focused nationally, there are interests on what issues affecting the 
world via research councils and then we align ourselves with these priorities”. Expert R 
answered that “Yes, there is need for this international era of development”.  
 
6.5 Summary of Chapter Six 
 
This chapter discussed quality of the UK. The chapter provided an overview to quality of the 
UK. An explicit indication was then introduced to explicate the operations of development 
in quality. The chapter then moved to analyse quality in a unique hierarchy which started 
from the smallest level of analysis in the world (individual level) and ended with the biggest 
level of analysis in the world (the world level). The thesis now turns its pages to present 















This chapter investigates current operations in the development of quality in Egypt. Data of 
this chapter was gathered from interviews with four academic staff responsible for quality in 
Mansoura University in addition to document analysis. An open survey questionnaire was 
conducted with fifty one academic staff from higher education of Egypt to accomplish the 
shortage of documents as quality in Egypt is still under development. In addition to the 
overview and operations of development on quality of Egypt, the analysis and discussion of 
the research case study in Egypt is structured mainly around seven themes: individual level; 
programme level; department/faculty level; institutional level; national level; regional level; 
and the world level. Most important is the seventh theme which explored the potential to 
articulate theorisation for establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality within the United Nations to provide international accreditation for HEIs across the 
globe. An explicit analysis follows. 
 
7.2 Overview  
 
Quality in Egypt is one of the projects of the higher education reform strategy governed by, 
and represented in the Higher Education Enhancement Project (HEEP). Reports (The World 
Bank, 2004) show that Egypt is restructuring its economy to compete in global environment. 
To successfully compete in this international marketplace, Abdalla (2004) argues that Egypt 
needs to have the capacity to fully participate in new knowledge-based enterprises. He adds 
that the speed with which the country makes this economic transition will either be facilitated 
or hindered by the quality its higher education and its capacity to bridge the growing 
challenges.  
 
As one of HEEP projects, quality in Egypt is culmination of development connected with 
political, economic and social life.  An aspect of current operations in the development of 
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higher education is quality. However, operations of this development need to be connected 
with political, economic and social development. For example, President Mubarak (2004) 
asserts on the national need to fulfil cherished aspirations for quality and efficiency so that 
education can: promote orientation toward knowledge society; and boost all education stages 
including higher education.   
 
7.3 Operations of Development 
 
Literature (Abdalla, 2003; Badrawi, 2006) shows that quality has been established for 
evaluating institutional performance and accrediting academic programmes. The process 
started with setting academic standards for different disciplines within HEIs. Centres of 
quality have been established in universities with units of quality in each faculty for the 
dimensions of self-evaluation have also been established. Documents (QAAP, 2007) indicate 
that these structures are meant by the contact with academic departments to do programme 
specifications for their programmes and course specifications for their taught courses. Belal 
and Springuel (2007) add that similar departments have been joined together into academic 
committees and then linking them to committees of education sectors in the Supreme Council 
of Universities (SCUs). However, Abdalla (2005) argues that the laws of higher education 
need revision to assist in implementing the proposed development. Said (2008) agrees with 
Abdalla and argues that a weakness of the proposal implying in linking the evaluation of 
institutional performance to the work of committees. This is because the SCU is not 
independent of HEIs. I agree with Abdalla and Said that such body should be independent 
for the transparency of its operations and the neutrality of its decisions. Middlehurst (1997) 
argues that operations and decision of quality should be rational and based on evidences. I 
argue that evidence-based decision can add more trust and good reputation to the 
accreditation of the NAQAAE in Egypt. 
 
Documents (QAAP, 2004a; QAAP, 2004b; QAAP, 2007) show that the idea of establishing 
quality in Egypt returns back to 2000, where the National Conference on Higher Education 
Reform was held to discuss higher education enhancement. Documents (HEEP, 2010) show 
that the conference initiated 25 projects which are to be implemented over 15 years. 12 
projects out of the 25 were given priority. The Higher Education Enhancement Project 
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(HEEP) succeeded in obtaining loan from the World Bank (IBRD Loan No. 4658EGT) to 
fund the 12 projects, which were bundled into six projects and given priority in the first phase 
of the strategic plan 2002 – 2007. The documents of the project (National Conference on 
Higher Education, 2000) indicate that these six projects are: Faculties of Education Project 
(FOEP); Egyptian Technical Colleges Project (ETCP); Faculty-Leadership Development 
Project (FLDP); Information and Communication Technology Project (ICTP); Quality 
Assurance and Accreditation Project (QAAP); and Higher Education Enhancement Project 
Fund (HEEPF). 
 
Quality operates through Quality Assurance and Accreditation Project (QAAP). QAAP 
supports HEIs through establishing Quality Assurance Centre (QAC) in each university and 
establishing Quality Assurance Unit (QAU) in each faculty. These internal structures for 
quality are meant by preparing HEIs to apply for accreditation from the NAQAAE which 
was established in 2006 upon presidential decree (People’s Assembly, 2006). Documents 
(QAAP, 2007) indicate that QAAP operates to assure the quality of HEIs, with an aim of 
engaging them in an on-going improvement and efficient performance. Reviewing these 
documents reveals that QAAP aims at gaining the confidence of society in the abilities and 
efficiency of graduates. Documents (QAAP, 2008a) show that the main objective of QAAP 
is assuring and accrediting quality of HEIs.   
 
Quality in Egypt performs monitoring, evaluation and accreditation. Documents (QAAP, 
2008b) show that quality operates to monitor and assess whether internal quality structures 
and processes are in place prior to accrediting HEIs and programmes. However, Sliem (2006) 
argues that quality in Egypt is still in its transitional phase. He adds that the operations need 
to be more effective and academic standards of the programmes need to be put in place. My 
education experience in Egypt leads me to agree with Sliem. I argue that quality of the 
learning opportunities, research and other scholarly activities in Egypt need to be envisioned 
as an overall system combining a set of sub-systems. The country is experiencing political 
change since February 2011. However, quality has not been a culture in Egypt yet. This 
political transition towards democracy needs to view quality as a right of every citizen and 
not as a luxury. As a human right, quality needs to be engaged in every sector in the country 
(see section 1.2 of chapter one and see section 5.4 and section 5.8 of chapter five). Belal and 
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Springuel, (2007) assert this by concluding that there is lack of community involvement. 
They add that the effectiveness of quality management and enhancement still not clear and 
needs further development. 
 
Quality in Egypt focuses on teaching. In terms of research quality, documents (QAAP, 
2008a) show that quality operations review only the quantity of research. I argue that research 
is as important as teaching and its quality should be assessed like teaching. Kandeel et al. 
(2006) argue that the contribution to institutional mission and impact on the educational 
programme are among the factors characterising the quality of research. This lack is because 
quality in Egypt is mainly focused on teaching. However, accreditation is initially accorded 
to the institution as a first step prior to programme accreditation. At either level: institution 
or programme the quality of research should be assessed like assessing the quality of 
teaching. The assessment of the quality of research should consider the impact of research 
on the wider community. However, I consider that not all research disciplines are the same. 
For example, the impact of medicine on society may be wider than the impact of music due 
to the nature of specialisation. Most important, quality should be linked to funding HEIs as 
an important factor for accountability and also as an incentive for efficiency (see sections 5.5 
and section 5.6 of chapter five). 
 
Documents (QAAP, 2007) show that operations of quality in Egypt are characterised with 
certain dimensions. The methods of quality review include self-review followed by peer-
review and external evaluation which provides an independent professional opinion on the 
assessment of student performance and the academic standards achieved on graduation. 
There are three major sources of data collection (required for accreditation’s procedures) 
including: self-review report; site-visit; and surveys. These methods serve one major purpose 
represented in improvement. The outcomes include reports and follow-up procedures, where 
responsibility can lie with the NAQAAE or HEIs. HEIs are then engaged in preparing their 
action plans for further development (see section 5.3 of chapter five).  
 
Documents (QAAP, 2008a) show that the approach of quality followed in Egypt is 
accreditation and evaluation at two levels: institution; and programme. The methods of 
accreditation vary to include self-review, peer review, and external evaluation. The data 
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required for accreditation process takes three forms which include: self-review report; site 
visit, and survey. The process is meant mainly by quality of teaching but for research the 
matter is mainly quantitative like the number of research published. The decision of 
accreditation is based on the report of the external evaluation process. The forms of 
accreditation decision vary to include entitling accreditation, postponing accreditation or 
deciding not to give accreditation. The results of the accreditation process are publicly 
declared. However, the outcomes have not been linked to funding yet (see section 5.8 of 
chapter five). 
 
Quality in Egypt goes in voluntary cyclical operation. The interested higher education 
institution in accreditation from the NAQAAE should prepare its internal self-evaluation. 
This institution, then, submits its self-evaluation report to the NAQAAE to arrange for a site 
visit. Upon conducting the site visit, the results of the site visit report may be either one of 
two cases. The first case is deciding that the institution is ready to receive an accreditation 
visit. The second case is deciding that the institution is not ready for accreditation. With the 
second case, the institution receives a follow up visit from the NAQAAE to assist the 
institution to be ready to apply for accreditation later. But with the first case, the decision on 
accreditation takes one of three forms. The first form is to decide to give accreditation to the 
institution. The second form is to decide that the institution is accredited on condition that it 
satisfies the requirements of the NAQAAE. The third form is to decide that the institution 
needs to make further improvement to meet the requirements for accreditation. With the case 
of the first form, the accredited institution should be prepared for a re-accreditation in five 
years later. With the case of the second form, once accredited the institution prepares itself 
for re-accreditation in no later than five years. But with the case of the third form, the 
institution can apply later for accreditation when it is able to meet the requirements of the 
NAQAAE.  
 
7.4 Levels of Development 
 
Current operations in the development of quality in Egypt, illustrated through the example 
of Faculty of Education, Mansoura University have witnessed different types of 
development. The structure of the analysis is set out in relation to six themes covering: 
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individual level; programme level; department/faculty level; institutional level; national 
level; regional level; and the world level. The main source for providing the data of these 
levels is document analysis accompanied with semi-structured face-to-face interviews with 
four key Egyptian higher education experts all of them are from Mansoura University. Field 
visits were also conducted to collect data when required.  
 
7.4.1 Individual Level 
 
Higher education reform strategy in Egypt asserts the significance of professional and human 
development. Through Faculty Leadership Development Project (FLDP), academic staff in 
Mansoura University attend workshops and take part in training sessions. To reflect this, 
expert M was asked about the current operations followed in the development of academic 
staff. The answer was that “The professional development for academic staff is important. It 
is done through specialised programmes in the faculty. Each academic staff has to attend 
four days per week and offers assistance for students in terms of academic preparation”. The 
perspective of participants is consistent with Galal (2002) and Belal and Springuel (2007) 
who argue that the targeted development builds the capacity of academic staff and improves 
the quality of higher education outputs. Expert M explained that FLDP adopts and applies 
concepts and practices of self-development of human resource capacities within the 
University to improve the quality of University outputs (graduates). He adds that this 
development is directed to address challenges facing the University, and is consistent with 
higher education professional and ethical codes.  
 
The broad landscape of academic staff is divided into five categories including 
demonstrators, assistant lecturers, lecturers, associate professors, and professors. The 
research interviews in Egypt indicated that the first two categories of this classification do 
not share in the processes of assuring and accrediting the quality of higher education. On the 
contrary, the last three categories participate as a response to the requirements of raising their 
salaries which are connected with their participation in quality projects. This was reflected 
by expert M who said that “the Ministry of Higher Education started connecting the increase 
of salaries with the quality of performance for enhancing the learning process”. The 
participants asserted that quality is an effective mechanism in enhancing higher education, 
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and that after obtaining national accreditation, there will be a need for HEIs to obtain the 
international accreditation. I noticed that the academic staff who work within the project of 
quality are more enthusiastic for succeeding the project and provided information more than 
those who are not working with it. The participants in the project of quality assure that they 
became more familiar with the main themes of quality. This means that there is a potential 
to expand participation and encourage effective cooperation among the academic staff on 
how they can cooperate with the project of quality. However, I realised that there are 
problems with the current operations of quality represented in the lack of experts. However, 
the answer of expert S reflects that the main problem quality in Egypt faces is the lack of 
systematisation and lack of experts specialised in quality by saying that “the problems with 
the current operations is that higher education in Egypt depends on faculties and not on 
departments…..you will need to have capacity building because you are always in need for 
experts”. This indicates a systematic problem represented in that universities are the bodies 
entitled to deal with the central management of the ministry regarding planning and finance, 
and that the academic departments are not represented in this communication. 
 
The administrative and services staff in higher education are not included in the targeted 
group of professional development. This indicates a weakness point. I argue that involving 
administrative and service staff with the requirements of quality assists in advancing the 
responses to the targeted project. This demonstrates the potential for further development 
directed to address this point. Engaging the administrative and service staff in this process 
might encourage them to behave in a way that go in parallel with succeeding the operations 
of quality, particularly in the current phase of the project. Expert I envisages this perception 
by saying that “Quality is the response to the needs of the market and its requirements”. 
 
7.4.2 Programme Level 
 
My field visits to Faculty of Education, Mansoura University enabled me to observe that the 
main aims of the academic programme in the faculty is to reach continuous movement of 
self-institutional development. The interviewees clarified that academic programmes work 
in cooperation with the Quality Assurance Unit (QAU) in the faculty to fulfil procedures and 
requirements related to preparing the programme for accreditation from the NAQAAE. 
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Through field visits, I noticed that QAU assists the programme in obtaining accreditation. 
However, I realised a gap between the attentions given to teaching while neglecting research. 
I asked expert S about this gap. The reflection of Expert S was that “The main focus is on 
teaching and learning…..because the focus of accreditation is on graduates, the focus is on 
teaching and learning”. I observed also that there is a regulatory process for programme 
accreditation. When the programme is ready for accreditation, the faculty addresses the 
university and the university consult the Quality Assurance Centre (QAC) which examines 
the programme’s application. For obtaining accreditation, the formal procedures are that the 
university addresses the Ministry of Higher Education and the ministry addresses the 
NAQAAE which began to operate its own procedures and requirements. These procedures 
indicate that QAU is a main element in preparing the programme within the faculty for 
obtaining accreditation.  
 
However, I noticed a problem represented in the lack of experts specialised in quality. 
Because quality in Egypt is still under development, the regulations allow the faculty seeking 
accreditation to ask for guidance from other institutions particularly in areas of lack. I asked 
expert S about his perceptions in finding solutions to this problem. The answer was that “you 
need to train faculty on how they can run programme or course specifications to have a 
training programme for external evaluators”.  
 
My field visits enabled me to observe that academic programmes seeking accreditation 
proceed in a serial of order. The first step is programme specifications followed by its course 
specifications. The next step is evaluating the teaching methods both the theoretical and the 
practical. The final step is to identify whether the programme attained the aims according to 
the predetermined criteria. The results emanated from operating these steps assist in deciding 
whether there is a need for further enhancement. I observed that what is being done for 
programmes is also done with courses. In spite of my observation, I asked expert A to confirm 
my observation. The answer was that “according to specific criteria, the process of assuring 
and accrediting the quality of academic programmes is governed….. there are some criteria 
that are to be achieved and against which the quality of programmes is measured…..we start 
with academic standards, then academic programmes, then course specifications and 
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teaching this course and writing a report about it…..this is the quality within academic 
programme and courses”. 
 
The answer of participants is consistent with reports (Egypt, 2006a; 2006b) which show that 
Egyptian higher education quality reform policies have been developed to assure that the 
production of graduates conforms to recognised standards. In theory, I argue that the 
implementation of these policies will increase the skills of graduates and enhance their 
competitive capacity in the national, regional and international labour market. However, my 
education experience in Egypt leads me to consider that this conformance might not be 
attained in practice. This is because of the nature of knowledge and curriculum introduced in 
programmes of HEIs in Egypt. The knowledge and academic content of the taught 
programmes are not up to date. This means that there is gap between the up to date research 
and knowledge production and the knowledge of the academic content delivered to students 
in the programmes of higher education in Egypt. In addition, processes of teaching focus on 
memorisation and not on critical and creative thinking. I argue that directing the taught 
programmes to focus on creation and innovation is the main solution to create conformance 
between the skills of graduates and the requirements of the labour market.  
 
7.4.3 Department/Faculty Level 
 
The structure of quality in Egypt starts from the Quality Assurance Unit (QAU) in each 
faculty. Expert S was asked about the nature of this unit and its operations. The reflection 
was that “there is a quality assurance unit in each faculty…..this unit works with all 
departments and all the files required for accreditation are in the unit”. I proceeded to 
investigate the administration process of this structure. It has been indicated that this unit is 
located under the administration of the faculty. However, the unit receives the technical 
instructions from the Quality Assurance Centre (QAC) located in the University. I observed 
that the structure of QAU in Faculty of Education, Mansoura University consists of faculty 
dean, vice-dean, director of QAU, student representative union of the faculty and 
representatives from departments. Expert A was asked about the nature of this administration. 
The answer was that “quality assurance units follow technically the quality assurance centre 




My field visits to Faculty of Education, Mansoura University reveal that the main purpose of 
QAU is to assist the faculty in fulfilling the requirements of accreditation. The answer of the 
interviewees indicates that while QAU is meant by the internal operations of quality in the 
faculty, QAC is meant by the external communication with the NAQAAE regarding the 
institutional and programme accreditation. Expert A reflects on this by saying that “quality 
assurance units are meant by performing all procedures and requirements related to 
preparing faculties for obtaining accreditation from the national authority…..quality 
assurance centre is the main element in preparing faculties within the University for 
obtaining accreditation”.  
 
I observed the UK influence on quality in Egypt. Documents (QAAP, 2007) show that British 
consultants have been involved in establishing quality in Egypt. One of these consultants is 
Schofield whose guidance assisted in forming the activities of QAU. Schofield’s 
contributions (2006) indicate that the activities of QAU include conducting workshops for 
academic staff on operations of quality.  
 
The process of assuring and accrediting quality within departments/faculties is governed 
according to specific criteria. Before establishing the NAQAAE, assessment was performed 
according to comparison with other similar departments or faculties. But after establishing 
the NAQAAE there are some criteria that are to be achieved and against which the quality is 
measured. Expert A reported that QAC is the main governing body which provides criteria 
to academic departments by saying that “quality assurance centre gives criteria to 
departments for making course specifications for achieving the stated benchmarks”. I 
observed that the operation includes discussion between academic staff and students to 
identify what is being taught and how it is taught. This discussion reports on a range of topics 
including teaching methods, exams, facilities and identifying whether academic staff 
performed their roles properly, and whether exams measure the expected outcomes. Most 
important is to identify the gaps between what was planned before and what has been 
achieved and stating the reasons of the existing gaps. I asked expert S about the features of 
this operation and how it is processed. Expert S answered saying that “the department has to 
submit to the unit several things like course specifications, programme specifications, plans 
179 
 
for development, the research that is done by the department and the community service that 
is done by the department”. 
 
I asked one of the experts what the department/faculty does to avoid common problems like 
the departure of academic staff. Expert M reported that in the case of individual academic 
staff who teaches subject or course left the department/faculty for certain reasons, there is a 
continuous course and academic content published on the University website which includes 
teaching modules. The site includes also knowledge and skills that the students should gain. 
After finishing the process of teaching specific course or programme, the teacher identifies 
what has been achieved and expresses his suggestions for improvement in the next academic 
year. In addition, at the end of every term students assess what they studied in a form of 
questionnaire. Each student must complete this form which reaches the teacher of the course 
via the department. According to the results of students’ assessment, teacher modifies his 
course and plans for enhancing it. Every academic staff has his own page on the University 
website and he should identify what he is doing and what are his future plans. Through this 
page he should make clear what he intends to do in the next academic year. However, I 
noticed the absence of communication with other departments and faculties of other 
universities. I assume that this absence is because the lack of systematisation. The NAQAAE 
should create this ‘systematic’ understanding of quality nationally between departments and 
faculties across HEIs. The mechanism of quality in departments and the faculty are limited 
only to course and programme specifications without stating the need for communication 
with similar structures in other universities. This what Expert M confirms by saying that 
“within the departments, there are course and programme specifications….and this is the 
mechanism for assuring quality of courses and programmes in the department”. 
 
7.4.4 Institutional Level 
 
As a governmental university, Mansoura University has its own criteria and its quality is 
measured according to these criteria. Among the change the university experiences is the 
mechanism of delivering teaching and learning. Expert M was asked about the nature of this 
change. The answer was that “in the current academic year, there is a plan to change 
curricula into electronic ones in order to facilitate delivering it to students via the University 
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website”. The University also conducted (academic year 2009/2010) a number of workshops 
for specifying the form of the exam paper in terms of content and outline. The change 
included the laboratories and knowledge centres. In addition, the plan of change has been 
connected with the national agenda of education. Expert S reported that the University has a 
strategic plan which conforms to the national criteria for education by saying that “we are 
now proceeding with institutional accreditation and programme accreditation”. Expert A 
confirmed this change by saying that “the University has a plan for enhancing it…..the 
University started to enhance teaching rooms into electronic rooms for assisting academic 
staff to deal with the mass number of students”. Expert M summarises this change by saying 
that “the laboratories and libraries in the faculties reached good level of advancement…..the 
faculties have strategic plans which conforms to the national criteria for education”.  
 
Mansoura University operates quality via its QAC which works in cooperation with QAUs 
for preparing faculties for accreditation from the NAQAAE. Expert I was asked whether the 
structure of QAC is only existed in Mansoura University or it is existed in each university. 
The answer was that “all governmental universities started establishing QACs inside 
universities…..quality in education is represented in institutional capacity and educational 
effectiveness”.  
 
QAC is the main body meant by quality in Mansoura University. The documents (Egypt, 
2009a) indicate that the systematic structure of the QAC in Mansoura University consists of 
the chancellor, vice-chancellor for teaching and learning, vice-chancellor for research, vice-
chancellor for community service, director of QAC, two experts in quality, student guild 
representative of the University, head of businessmen society in Al-Dakahlia Governorate, 
the head of staffs’ club, and one of the graduates. Expert I was asked about the structure of 
QAC in Mansoura University. The answer was that “the quality assurance centre is a 
recognised structure inside the university, the content of its structure is quality assurance 
units”. The perceptions of the interviewees reported that the most important role of the centre 
is to assist QAUs to qualify faculties in Mansoura University for obtaining accreditation from 
the NAQAAE. Expert I reported that “the main role of these centres and units is to  prepare  
and assist higher education institutions in obtaining accreditation from the National 
Authority for Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Education which was established in 
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2006…..the quality assurance centre in Mansoura University deals with the Ministry of 
Higher Education”. The perspective of participants lead me to agree with Brown (2006) that 
it is advisable during the implementation of quality to conduct more workshops among the 
academic staff to increase their awareness of the importance of quality and its impact on the 
wider community.  
 
7.4.5 National Level 
 
Documents (Egypt, 2006c) show that quality started in Egypt as a result of one of the main 
projects of HEEP. The World Bank assisted the Government of Egypt with the required 
finance to establish the project. The establishment of quality in Egypt depended on experts 
in quality from the UK. This project started operating its processes across the institutional 
and national levels. Expert I was asked about how experts assisted in forming the academic 
references and the action plan of the project. The answer was that “they began establishing 
academic references and strategic plan across the governmental universities”.  
 
The operations of quality required establishing QACs inside universities and establishing 
QAUs inside faculties. Helal (2008) the minister of higher education in Egypt points out that 
the main role of these centres and units is preparing and assisting HEIs for obtaining 
accreditation from the NAQAAE which was established in 2006. Expert I was asked about 
the legitimacy of these internal structures of quality. The answer was that “on the ministerial 
scale, there are periodical meetings for QACs…..these are legitimate structures for assuring 
the quality of higher education in Egypt”.  
 
The NAQAAE established its own law for accrediting the different education sectors. Expert 
S reported that the Ministry of Higher Education formed a national committee to facilitate 
the work of quality. Expert S adds that “this committee was responsible for putting the 
parameter for quality assurance and accreditation in higher education, and to work to 
establish a new law to initiate a national agency in Egypt”. Although the NAQAAE is 
responsible about quality across the different education sectors, documents (Egypt, 2008a) 
show that every educational sector has its own policies and programmes. The NAQAAE is 
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now the only authority responsible for assuring and accrediting the quality of education in 
Egypt.  
 
However, reviewing documents (Egypt, 2007c) indicates that the main focus of quality is on 
teaching and learning. The nature of quality in Egypt is based on students’ learning. I argue 
that the importance given to teaching and learning should be the same importance given to 
research and community service. I noticed that the biggest attention is directed to teaching 
and learning and not to research. There is need to give an equal attention to research. I argue 
that this attention should be directed to address qualitative issues. For example, what are the 
features of research papers produced by academic staff? Where were they published? What 
is the evidence validating research plan? What kind of research is done? Is there enough 
funding? Research should be important as teaching and learning because it is about producing 
new knowledge. El-Sawah (2008) realised this gap and argues that it is advisable during the 
implementation phase of quality in Egypt to continue conducting developmental 
engagements visits to faculties which have not completed their research projects. The 
findings of his study conclude that there is a gap between the focus on teaching and research.  
 
Because the focus of accreditation is on graduates, the focus of the NAQAAE is on teaching 
and learning. Expert S was asked for perception about this gap. The answer was that “this is 
one of the Egyptian problems particularly in education that has a lot of students, but with the 
National Authority for Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Education, the situation is 
different…..we are now speaking about course specification, programme specifications and 
the different skills required to be gained by graduates like transferable skills, intellectual 
skills and there is a new terminology that has been introduced in teaching and learning like 
e-learning, e-courses, and e-library”.  
 
Although the Egyptian experience of quality started in 2006, some progress in terms of 
capacity building and effectiveness appears to have been made. Documents (NAQAAE, 
2011) show that the NAQAAE has accredited some faculties such as: Faculty of Medicine, 
Suez Canal University; Faculty of Nursing, Alexandria University; Faculty of Pharmacy, 
Cairo University; Faculty of Science, Assiut University; Faculty of Engineering, Assiut 




7.4.6 Regional Level 
 
Egypt belongs to the Arab region. The Arab region started its own network for quality in 
2007 known as the Arab Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ANQAHE).  
The NAQAAE started connection with the ANQAHE through joint programmes with some 
Arab countries. Expert S reported that “the Egyptian quality assurance authority has joint 
programmes to work together with other national agencies in some different countries”. This 
explains that quality is capable for change. This perception has been reported by expert I who 
said that “quality assurance is not static but dynamic and capable for change according to 
circumstances”. 
 
In Egypt, offering qualified graduates is one of the parameters for HEIs to obtain 
accreditation. Although the NAQAAE has been established, a lot still required as quality in 
Egypt is still under development. Documents (Egypt, 2007b) indicate that quality has been 
established in cooperation with experience from other countries particularly the UK. 
However, the quality assurance authority still has a lot of development to do. The NAQAAE 
has joint programmes that work together with other national agencies in some different 
countries particularly in the Arab region. Expert S was asked whether internationalisation is 
an aim of the NAQAAE. The answer was that “the main aim of the NAQAAE is to conform 
to the national guidelines, and there is a need for internationalisation”.  
 
7.4.7 The world Level 
 
Experts were asked about the desirability and feasibility of establishing the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality (see section 1.5 of chapter one and section 2.8 
of chapter two and section 5.2 of chapter five and section 6.4.7 of chapter six and see chapter 
nine). Expert S said that “we started working with a lot of international organisations to find 
a way which can enhance higher education in Egypt. I think the UNESCO is working at this 
point and they have a lot of work and projects. An international organisation for quality 
assurance and accreditation in higher education is acceptable now. An agency for 
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international quality assurance and accreditation in higher education is expected to establish 
its own criteria and entity”. The answer of expert I was that “this is acceptable. But for 
dealing with international organisation, there is need for international coordination and all 
countries are in need to share this. I do not mind the idea of establishing a United Nations 
Organisation for International Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Higher Education. I 
am supporting the idea for administering and operating quality assurance and accreditation 
in higher education across the globe. There is still general similarity between all countries. 
The international impression is stronger than national impression”. Expert A from Egypt 
answered that “there is no international accreditation until now…..all types of accreditation 
are local via national agencies for quality assurance and accreditation in higher education 
or via other agencies in other countries. What is existed now is network for quality assurance 
agencies in higher education represented in the INQAAHE. There is common interest and 
common language which facilitate adopting specified group of global criteria”. Expert M 
answered that “I thank you for this idea. I think this is acceptable idea. I agree with you. It 
is better for the suggested organisation to be followed to the United Nations rather than to 
be followed to any other organisation”. 
 
The answers of experts guide me to envision that the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality can be the world systematisation of quality combining set of sub-
systems. There can be sub-international organisations established and emanated from the 
mother organisation (the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality). These 
sub-systems can be established across regions and countries as connections between the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality and countries. This assists in 
addressing any arising problems which might appear. Any arising issues can be transferred 
to sub-organisations which by their role raise them to the main international organisation (the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality).  
 
However, I consider that benefits of establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality have to be made clear to encourage countries and their HEIs to 
accept the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. This requires 
establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the 
United Nations because the UN is recognised structure and already established for adding 
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more credibility and authenticity to the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality. Chapter ten of the thesis reveals that the United Nations is the best structure to 
include the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. Investigation in 
chapter ten across its sections denotes that the United Nations is adequate to include the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality to govern and systematise 
systematisation of quality in the world, and to provide the international accreditation to HEIs 
across the globe. I consider that there are changes required to be done. When soft creation of 
the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be turned to hard 
creation, HEIs have to proceed with further changes. This is because the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to implement world criteria, and that HEIs 
across the globe will have to meet these criteria. Other duties and functions towards the world 
are to be implemented requiring HEIs to exceed their responsibilities from the national and/or 
regional levels to the world level. 
 
I consider that the global responsibility of HEIs is difficult concept to deal with. Addressing 
what the globe faces (like climate change) is big challenge. This means that systematising 
international research agenda makes HEIs be able to systematise their operations and 
priorities. I argue that creating international agenda assists HEIs to adopt global 
responsibilities. Creating and systematising the international agenda of HEIs is to be one of 
the responsibilities of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. I argue 
that it is better for this creation to be ordered, as illuminated by the answer of expert H. First 
is to turn soft creation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality to 
hard creation. Second is to create international agenda. Third is to guide HEIs across the 
globe in meeting this agenda. Fourth is to monitor and assess the ways HEIs behave to meet 
this international agenda. Fifth is to provide the international accreditation to HEIs which 
succeeded in meeting the requirements of the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality.  
 




The analysis and discussion on the levels of development in this chapter were directed to 
address certain issues and concerns currently existing in the operations of quality in Egypt. 
This chapter presents the main features, issues and operations of quality in Egypt. It offers 
corrective actions to address the weaknesses. This chapter presents the importance of 
systematic vision in the operations of quality. I argue that the targeted development is implied 
in systematisation. Quality of Egypt lacks systematisation and has the potential to be 
envisioned as an overall system combining set of sub-systems for assuring and accrediting 
the quality of higher education. 
 
The seventh theme forms crucial dimension in reaching the conclusion whether there is 
readiness for establishing a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. The 
most significant data in this chapter was that gathered from document analysis and through 
interviews with principal academic staff from Mansoura University in Egypt. The perception 
of the research interviewees and their interpretations point to implications presented in 
chapter eleven and chapter twelve and presented also in phase two of the research (systems 
design – chapters 13 - 14).  
 
The systematic structure of the thesis starts from the whole and moves to the part before 
returning back to the whole. The thesis starts its first phase with chapter two which 
investigated the related literature in a unique systematic method which presents quality a 
whole. The thesis, then, moved via chapters six and seven to address the part through 
investigating, in depth and detail, current operations in the development of quality in the UK 
and Egypt. The thesis, therefore, returns back to the whole via the next chapters (eight, nine 












This chapter is the culmination of the thesis development. The thesis started from the whole 
in chapter two and then moved to the part in chapters six and seven (quality of the UK and 
Egypt) and now the thesis, via this chapter, returns back to the whole.  This chapter addresses 
regional operations in quality. An explicit analysis follows.  
 
8.2 Regional Operations in Quality 
 
The regional operations in quality indicate that there are many forms of development at which 
quality is currently conducted. Over the past few years, many groups of agencies of quality 
have formed networks on the basis of geographical regions and/or other agency 
characteristics (such as agencies in small states or agencies for professional accreditation). 
This form of cooperation created into existence regional networks for quality. The policies 
and practices of such networks are bounded by the membership of each network. Reviewing 
the website of these regional networks (see Appendix C) leads me to argue that these regional 
networks assist HEIs around certain region for meeting and addressing its regional priorities 
and needs. An example of this is the European Higher Education Area (see the next section). 
An explicit analysis of some regional networks follows. 
 
8.2.1 European Operations  
 
Reviewing the website (www.enqa.eu) of the European Network for Quality Assurance in 
Higher Education (ENQAHE) indicates that the ENQAAHE was established in 2000 to 
promote European co-operation in the field of quality assurance. In November 2004 the 
General Assembly transformed the Network into the European Association for Quality 
Assurance in Higher Education. The idea for the association originates from the European 
Pilot Project for Evaluating Quality in Higher Education (1994-95) which indicated the need 
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for sharing and developing experience in the area of quality assurance. Subsequently, the 
idea was given momentum on the European mutual recognition of higher education 
qualifications (1998) and by the Bologna Declaration of 1999.  
 
Ginkel (2007) points out that the European countries committed themselves to establish the 
European Higher Education Area (EHEA). This reveals the European co-operation in the 
field of quality through developing comparable criteria and methodologies. Michavila and 
Zamorano (2007) point out that the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher 
Education assists the European countries in establishing a common framework of reference 
for quality assurance which directly worked in the establishment of the EHEA in 2010. 
However, they recommend that the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher 
Education should contribute more to the European quality assurance process. I argue that this 
contribution can be achieved through ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. I mean operating 
quality in the European region as an overall system combining a set of sub-systems for 
assuring and accrediting the quality of higher education. In this ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality, the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education is the overall 
system and each national agency of quality is a sub-system. This can create adequate peer 
review system for European agencies of quality and can develop agreed European standards, 
procedures and guidelines on quality.   
 
An aspect of the European operations is the Bologna Process representing the main 
mechanism for creating the European Higher Education Area EHEA and is based on 
cooperation between ministries, HEIs, students and staff from the 46 countries, with the 
participation of international organisations. Ginkel et al. (2007) point out that the overarching 
aim of the Bologna Process is to create EHEA that is based on international cooperation and 
academic exchange that is attractive to European students and staff as well as to students and 
staff from other parts of the world. They add that Bologna Process seek to develop EHEA 
based on institutional autonomy, academic freedom, equal opportunities and democratic 
principles that facilitate mobility, increase employability and strengthen Europe’s 
attractiveness and competitiveness (see section 6.4.6 of chapter six). They argue expecting 
that EHEA can: facilitate mobility of students, graduates and higher education staff; prepare 
students for their future careers and for life as active citizens in democratic societies and 
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support their personal development; and offer broad access to high-quality higher education 
based on democratic principles and academic freedom.  
 
Another aspect of the European operations in quality is that the European Consortium for 
Accreditation (ECA). Heusser (2008) points out that the ECA was established in Córdoba in 
November 2003 and renewed in Kraków in June 2008. The members of ECA believe that 
mutual recognition of accreditation decisions can contribute to the recognition of 
qualifications and the mobility of students in Europe. Heusser expects that the ECA can make 
life easier for HEIs and their programmes operating across borders. He argues that there is a 
need for better mutual recognition agreements, where HEIs only need to apply for 
accreditation in one of the ECA member countries instead of obtaining accreditation in each 
country separately. This means that by undertaking the necessary activities for mutual 
recognition, ECA contributes to the EHEA. I argue that the ECA can work to provide 
transparent information on quality and to support the internationalisation of institutions and 
students. In addition, the organisations in ECA can share best experience and promote best 
practices in accreditation. Achieving this enables the participating agencies to accept the 
results and/or decisions of other ECA members as equivalent to their own.  
 
Reviewing the website of the ECA (www.ecaconsortium.net) reveals that the ECA aims for 
the mutual recognition of accreditation and quality assurance decisions. The members of 
ECA believe that the ECA can contribute to the recognition of qualifications in higher 
education and the mobility of students and graduates in Europe. This means that the ECA 
can be enhanced to prevent the necessity of multiple accreditations for joint programmes and 
institutions operating across borders. I argue that the ECA can be functioned for: mutual 
learning; disseminating best practices in accreditation; providing transparent information on 
quality; and supporting the internationalisation of HEIs and theirs students.  
 
It is argued (Beccari and Rauret, 2008; Beccari and Remaud, 2008; Cox and Malfroy, 2008, 
Frederiks: 2008; Harris and Sauri, 2008; Hijden, 2008; Vaht, 2008; Woodhouse, 2008) that 
mutual recognition of accreditation and quality assurance decisions can substantially reduce 
existing barriers in the recognition of qualifications and thereby enhance academic and 
professional mobility in Europe. This is because mutual recognition of quality assurance and 
190 
 
accreditation decisions would prevent that joint programmes and joint degrees need to be 
accredited in each of the participating countries. The ECA, therefore, has been established as 
a road map towards mutual recognition. I argue that the establishment of the ECA 
encompasses different dimensions including: mutual understanding of agencies of quality 
assurance and accreditation; mutual recognition of quality assurance and accreditation 
procedures; and mutual recognition of quality assurance and accreditation results and/or 
decisions; facilitating the work of recognition agencies; enhancing joint programmes and 
degrees; validate the work of agencies; and mapping the diversity of the European higher 
education.  
 
The final aspect of the European operations in quality is Qrossroads. Reviewing the website 
of Qrossroads (www.qrossroads.eu) reveals that the phrase of Qrossroads is used in the 
European region for exchanging information about quality among the region members. This 
phrase presents information regarding assuring and accrediting the quality of higher 
education in Europe. The information on Qrossroads is provided by agencies of quality, and 
specifically concerning qualifications from HEIs which are quality assured and their 
programmes are accredited. Qrossroads brings together information from different databases 
of agencies of quality. However, I noticed that each of these agencies is responsible for the 
administration of their own database.  
 
Aerden (2008) points out that the main aim of Qrossroads is to present the qualifications 
awarded by HEIs and their programmes that are quality assured and accredited. These 
qualifications are presented in perspective of higher education together with information on 
the relevant accreditation organisation and recognition authorities. This indicates that 
Qrossroads operates as clearinghouse in the European region for issues related to quality. 
The investigation reveals that it is only the European region which uses this term.  
 
8.2.2 Other Regional Operations 
 
One of regional operations in quality is the Arab Network for Quality Assurance in Higher 
Education (ANQAHE). Reviewing the website (www.anqahe.org) of the Arab Network for 
Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ANQAHE) indicates that the ANQAHE was 
established in June 2007 as a non-profit nongovernmental organisation. The purpose of the 
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ANQAHE is to create a mechanism between the Arab countries to exchange information 
about quality assurance in the region. Documents (ANQAHE, 2007) show that the mission 
of the ANQAHE is to ensure and strengthen quality in the Arab region and to enhance the 
cooperation between agencies of quality in the Arab region. The aims of the ANQAHE are 
to support national agencies of quality in the Arab region. These documents reveal that the 
ANQAHE transformed these broad aims into operational objectives to disseminate good 
practice of quality in the Arab region. Babiker (2007) and Lopez-Segrera et al. (2007) explain 
that in the Arab countries, four countries practise both institutional and programmatic 
accreditation dealing with the quality of HEIs and the validity of their educational 
programmes. One case operates only institutional accreditation and ten are in the process of 
introducing operations for quality. Nevertheless, most of the existing national frameworks 
lack the basic conditions of an effective quality. Although they have written statements and 
set of objectives, there is still no systematic approach to achieve their objectives, or a clear 
policy to translate the mission statement of their quality into systematic actions.  
 
Another network is the Caribbean Area Network for Quality Assurance in Tertiary Education 
(CANQATE). The genesis of the CANQATE was at an INQAAHE workshop held in 
Montego Bay in May 2002. Reviewing the website (www.canqate.org) of CANQATE 
indicates that the aim of the network is to promote and assist in the implementation of good 
practices in quality assurance in tertiary education. Sobrinho (2007) points out that in 
November 2004, members of the CANQATE agreed to work to maintain quality of tertiary 
education in the region. He adds that the members work together to increase the mutual 
recognition of qualifications to facilitate the movement of students and graduates within the 
region. I argue that the dissemination of information on quality makes potential students 
aware of the need to accreditation status as appropriate of the institution or programme which 
they are interested to enrol. In Caribbean region, Sobrinho (2007) points out that fourteen 
countries practise both institutional and programmatic accreditation, four countries conduct 
only institutional accreditation, and only one carry out programmatic mechanism alone. Eight 
countries are in process to produce operations for quality, and two countries have quality 
assessment. He adds that several factors in the region have created serious challenges for 
quality. These challenges include: huge expansion of enrolment; reduction in state budgets 
for higher education; and emergence of private sector and different models in higher 
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education. In response, national agencies for quality have been established in Argentina, 
Central American Countries, Colombia, Mexico, Chile and many other countries of the 
region. These countries practise both institutional and programmatic accreditation. Lopez-
Segrera et al. (2007) indicate that one of the main objectives of creating these agencies has 
been to ensure and accredit quality due to enormous growth of public and private higher 
education. However, they argue that many institutions and programmes remain of low quality 
in these countries.  
 
Another regional example is Asia-Pacific Quality Network (APQN) which covers all Pacific 
island nations and territories excluding Gulf States. Documents (APQN, 2008) show that the 
mission of the APQN is to enhance the quality of higher education in Asia and the Pacific 
region through strengthening the work of quality assurance agencies and extending the 
cooperation between them. The aim of APQN is to promote good practice in the maintenance 
and improvement of quality in higher education in Asia-Pacific region. Cheung (2008) argues 
that the aims of APQN can permit better-informed recognition of qualifications throughout 
the region. He adds that through the development and use of credit transfer schemes, the 
mobility of students between institutions both within and across national borders can be 
enhanced. In Asia-Pacific Stella (2007) points out that seven countries practise both 
institutional and programmatic quality, one has institutional accreditation, one is in process 
to introduce operations for quality, and one uses unofficial accreditation. In Asia-Pacific, 
Lopez-Segrera et al. (2007) explain that nine countries are in the process of introducing 
operations for quality. Six countries practise institutional and programmatic accreditation and 
one practise programmatic accreditation. In South and South West Asia, two countries 
practise both institutional and programmatic quality, two are in process of producing new 
operations for quality, and two countries have quality assessment mechanisms. 
 
8.3 Summary of Chapter Eight 
 
This was the first chapter of the thesis returning back to the whole. The chapter presented 
quality of regions. Most important was the European operations of quality as the most 
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advanced network of quality in the world. As a completion to the thesis returning back to the 


































This chapter presents international quality and accreditation of higher education the world. 
The chapter is culmination of the thesis development. The thesis started from the whole in 
chapter two (literature review) and then moved to the part in chapters six and seven (quality 
of the UK and Egypt) and now the thesis, via this chapter, returns back to the whole.  This 
chapter addresses quality of the world by investigating international operations in quality. 
 
The first phase of systems analysis within this research interrogates quality of higher 
education in the world. I do so through investigating the nature of the evidence that current 
operations of quality are, or are not, adequate for systematisation. I found that there is a need 
to create and operate a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. While I 
did this I revealed the strengths of arguments that the characteristics of the UN and UNESCO 
can assist in creating and operating a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality (see section 2.8 of chapter two and section 6.4.7 of chapter six and section 7.4.7 of 
chapter seven).  
 
The analytical approach of this chapter interrogates systematisation of quality of higher 
education in the world to enable me to create theories about new systems, new theoretical 
generalisations and new applications. This makes quality more systematic through 
envisaging, assessing and theorising the establishment of the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality for providing the international accreditation to higher 
education institutions across the globe. This ontological stance underpins this analysis 
assuming as Ritchie and Lewis (2003), Crotty (2003) and Ritchie and Lewis, (2003) argue 
that such an orientation tends to place emphasis and value on human understanding, 
interpretive aspects of knowing about social world and the significance of the investigator’s 
own interpretations and understandings of the phenomenon being studied. This subjectivist 
epistemology underpins generally the national, regional and international operations of 
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quality, and underpins particularly in more detail via seven levels of analysis the operations 
of quality generated from the research fieldwork interviews in the UK and Egypt in the UK 
and Egypt (see chapters six and seven) in order to strengthen the validity and reliability of 
the wider research generated. I did so to enable partners and beneficiaries to understand the 
meaning of terms related to quality as they are used in this thesis (see section 5.2 of chapter 
five). An explicit analysis follows. 
 
9.2 International Operations in Quality  
 
Quality is important particularly with the increase in the social demand for higher education. 
This is because higher education is meant by preparing individuals to get better knowledge 
and skills, and therefore better work, for a better life. The structure of the social demand for 
higher education has also changed among the student population requiring different types of 
HEIs. The student population of higher education became more diversified ever than before. 
In addition to conventional successful completers of secondary education from the relevant 
age group, Sanyal and Martin (2007) argue that the demand for higher education created new 
forms of students. The change in forms of students is accompanied, as Nayyar (2008) argues, 
with change in the forms of HEIs. This change created the rationale for Quality. With such 
international phenomena, Quality assists HEIs to build strategic alliances with each other and 
with related agencies to face challenges posed by emerging for-profit commercial higher 
education providers which are vulnerable to corruption. With this change in the international 
context of higher education, Quality is essential for ensuring that quality of HEIs and their 
programmes is recognised. Therefore, agencies of Quality and the international higher 
education community must ensure that HEIs are carefully evaluated and that the results of 
assessment are easily available to the public and the international beneficiaries. This requires 
from governmental, regional, and international agencies to coordinate their efforts and 
involve in maintaining standards and protecting higher education sector. I argue that this 
coordination can be through systematisation of Quality in the world. 
 
Although this global scene created the rationale for Quality, it raises issues about HEIs’ 
quality. For example, how can students know that what they are getting is worth the time and 
money they have invested? How can governments check whether the money they provide is 
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being used for a valuable purpose and whether HEIs are working for the public interest? How 
can employers in business and industry know that what they see on certificates is what they 
get in terms of knowledge and skills? How can HEIs know whether they are keeping their 
edge in terms of quality in the increasingly competitive world of higher education? These 
issues have generated a growing concern worldwide regarding the potential to assure and 
accredit quality of higher education not only nationally and regionally but also 
internationally, and there are a number of strategies - including agreements, networks, 
organisations, initiatives, calls and polls – which aim to provide this level of assurance as 
detailed in the following sections. 
 
9.2.1 International Agreements 
 
Among the international agreements of Quality is the International Engineering Alliance 
including six agreements for mutual recognition of engineering qualifications and 
professional competence (washingtonaccord.org). These agreements include Washington 
Accord, Sydney Accord, Dublin Accord, Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation, Engineers 
Mobility Forum, and Engineering Technologist Mobility Forum. In spite of the rare literature 
on these agreements, I argue that these agreements support my analysis in chapter three and 
four that not all disciplines have the same strategic importance. Because of the impact of 
engineering on economy and life of people, several countries conducted such agreements.  
  
Reviewing the website (www.washingtonaccord.org) reveals that the participants agreed to 
recommend an International Register of Engineering Technologists. This recommendation is 
intended to provide framework for the recognition of experienced practising engineering 
technologists by the responsible bodies in each of the signatory economies. In particular, 
such agreements represent benchmark for mutual recognition by engineering technologists 
to licensing, registration or certification in economies other than that in which they first 
gained recognition. Most important is that these agreements exist only in the high ranking 
world. The review reveals no evidence that similar agreements are existed in the low ranking 
world. This means that the quality of engineering and technological education in low ranking 
countries does not qualify these countries to be members in these agreements. This 
conclusion leads me to argue that there is a gap between quality of higher education in the 
high ranking and low ranking countries. In addition, I argue that although these agreements 
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are belonging to the high ranking world, they lack systematisation. I noticed the absence of 
the systematic character and structure and the absence of the systematic consistency between 
these agreements. These operations would be enhanced if there was an umbrella system 
which coordinated the operations between these agreements instead of being separated 
agreements. This means that each of these agreements could be a sub-system of the overall 
international system combining these agreements. What rationalises and facilitates creating 
this overall system to comprise these agreements as sub-systems is that these agreements are 
all in disciplines related to engineering and technology. 
 
9.2.2 International Networks 
 
The most famous international network for Quality is the International Network for Quality 
Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE). The INQAAHE was established in 
1991 with 8 members. Today the total membership is more than 200. Reviewing the website 
(www.inqaahe.org) of the INQAAHE indicates that the main purpose of this network is to 
collect and disseminate information on current and developing theory and practice in the 
assessment and maintenance of quality in higher education. Documents (INQAAHE, 2008a; 
2008b; 2008c) show that the INQAAHE mission is to enable agencies of Quality to share 
information and experiences, and to lead theoretical and practical foundations of the 
profession.  
 
INQAAHE is active in the theory and practice of quality assurance in higher education. The 
great majority of its members are agencies of Quality that operate in many different ways. 
However, the INQAAHE welcomes organisations that have interest in quality assurance in 
higher education. Uvalic-Trumbic (2007) argues that the INQAAHE offers its members the 
many benefits of being part of such an active group of workers in Quality. I agree with 
Uvalic-Trumbic as I noticed that the INQAAHE offers members a Journal and newsletter, a 
query service and events. This means that the INQAAHE has an active role in sharing good 
practice among agencies of Quality. Through this role, the INQAAHE provides support to 
the member agencies on knowledge and understanding of the practice of Quality.  
 
Reviewing the documents (INQAAHE, 2008c) indicates that there are key values that 
underpin the policy and practice of the INQAAHE. Fundamental to its work is the explicit 
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recognition of the diversity contained within the community of agencies of Quality. I argue 
that what facilitates the work of the INQAAHE is that higher education is distinguished from 
other types of education in that it is capable for internationalisation. However, I consider that 
the policy and practice of Quality should be fit for purpose (in addition to the fitness of 
purpose itself) in each particular context. I noticed that the INQAAHE values this diversity. 
There is no single INQAAHE recommended model for external quality assurance. However, 
I argue that the practices of Quality in the different countries share some commons (see 
chapter four). This means that there can be commonalities and fundamental principles that 
underpin the best practice in Quality worldwide. I observed that the operations of INQAAHE 
give peculiar consideration to the primacy of academic freedom. This leads me to argue that 
Quality (for example in the UK) promotes academic freedom and intellectual and 
institutional integrity (see section 6.3 of chapter six). I noticed that the work of INQAAHE 
is based on fundamental premise that quality is primarily the responsibility of HEIs 
themselves. This means that the INQAAHE recognises that external quality arrangements 
should respect institutional integrity, and that all agencies of quality should ensure the 
independence and validity of their approaches and their methods. 
 
9.2.3 International Organisations  
 
There are organisations, based on national location, accept to conduct its external review and 
applying its own procedures (based on a desire from the applicant) for HEIs or/and academic 
programmes located in other countries. The successful applicant obtains the recognition of 
these organisations. Sanyal and Martin (2007) point out that the International Organisation 
for Standardisation (ISO) is a worldwide federation of national standards bodies responsible 
for creating standards for each country. Reviewing the website (www.iso.org) of ISO 
indicates that the ISO initially started accrediting enterprises, but now covers educational 
institutions as well. ISO is the world’s largest developer and publisher of international 
standards. It is a network of the national standards institutes of 159 countries (one member 
per country, with central secretariat in Geneva, Switzerland). The ISO is a non-governmental 
organisation that forms a bridge between the public and private sectors. Many of its member 
institutes are part of the governmental structure of their countries or are mandated by their 
government. Some other members have their roots uniquely in the private sector, having been 
set up by national partnerships of industry associations. The ISO, therefore, enables a 
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consensus to be reached on solutions that meet both the requirements of business and the 
broader needs of society.  
 
In addition to ISO, there are national accreditation agencies which accept to accredit the 
quality of HEIs in foreign countries provided that these applicant institutions must fulfil its 
procedures and requirements. One of these agencies is the Council for Higher Education 
Accreditation (CHEA), in the USA, accrediting HEIs in more than 31 countries outside the 
USA (www.chea.org). Other bodies offer such services in the areas of engineering and 
technology. The Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET), established 
in 1932 and located in the USA, offers also such theses services in areas of engineering and 
technology (www.abet.org).  
 
9.2.4 International Initiatives 
 
The most famous international initiative in Quality is the Global Initiative for Quality 
Assurance Capacity (GIQAC) by a partnership between the UNESCO and the World Bank. 
Reviewing the websites (www.unesco.org; www.worldbank.org) reveals that the main aim 
of this initiative is to support capacity building in quality assurance of higher education in 
low ranking countries and in countries which are in transition phase. A formal agreement has 
been signed between the World Bank and UNESCO as overall framework for financing and 
implementation. It was agreed that this initiative would aim to consolidate a set of World 
Bank grants to establish a global support mechanism for regional networks of Quality. 
Through these grants the World Bank has supported existing regional networks in Quality in 
Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean.  
 
Documents (GIQAC, 2008a) show that the GIQAC opens support opportunities to other 
regional networks for quality assurance in Europe, Central Asia and the Arab States regions. 
The GIQAC, therefore, provides each region the opportunity to access resources. The 
UNESCO, as the only UN organisation with an explicit mandate in higher education, is 
linked with partners in 194 countries placing it in a position to achieve its mission to provide 
leadership, standard setting, and capacity building in higher education. This means that the 
GIQAC can build on the UNESCO’s Global Forum on International Quality Assurance, 
Accreditation and Recognition of Qualifications in 2002, 2004 and 2007, and the 
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UNESCO/OECD Guidelines for Quality Provision in Cross-border Higher Education. These 
documents reveal that the main aim of the GIQAC is to build capacity to engender quality 
assurance practices in low ranking countries and territories as well as countries in transition 
by supporting training and knowledge-sharing activities. Such activities are proposed and 
undertaken by autonomous regional and international non-profit networks of quality 
assurance professionals and institutions. Documents (GIQAC, 2008a; 2008b) show that 
activities of the GIQAC include development of international clearinghouses of information 
on quality assurance practices in multiple languages including the publication, storage, and 
dissemination of up-to-date information.  
 
9.2.5 International Calls 
 
There are many calls adopted by international organisations (including the IAU, OECD, the 
World Bank, the INQAAHE and UNESCO for internationalising quality. An instance of this 
is the international initiative by INQAAHE calling the need for developing formal 
qualifications for those who work in the field of quality. Documents (INQAAHE, 2008b) 
reveal that the INQAAHE has appointed about 16 professionals from around the world to 
write course material for providing qualifications in quality.  
 
However, literature (IAU, 2001; 2005; 2008a; 2008b; Lenn, 2004; 2008; Dodds, 2005; 
Bassett, 2006; Johansson, 2007; Mundy, 2007; INQAAHE, 2008c) reveals that there are 
challenges facing HEIs. Some of these challenges include the need for coping in an age of 
change. In this context, the OECD (2005) has elaborated guidelines on quality provision in 
cross-border higher education. These guidelines aim to serve as educational response to the 
growing commercialisation of higher education. They also seek to address key issues in 
higher education, and propose tools and synthesis of good practices that can assist member 
states in assessing the quality of higher education provided across borders to protect students 
from low-quality higher education provision. Meanwhile the UNESCO held three forums 
(UNESCO, 2002; 2004; 2007) for international quality assurance, accreditation and the 
recognition of qualifications in 2002, 2004, and 2007 which asserted that quality assurance 
is the review of educational programmes to ensure that acceptable standards of education, 
scholarship and infrastructure are being maintained. These forums are directed to promote 
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capacity-building in Quality. However, the current global context reveals that Quality lacks 
systematisation. 
  
9.2.6 International Poll 
 
The Delphi poll of the Global University Network for Innovation (GUNI) demonstrates the 
international opinion (GUNI, 2007) on the potential for an international system for 
systematisation of quality. This international poll reveals that: 42 per cent of the experts 
polled around the world consider Quality necessary; 46.4 per cent find it is necessary to 
internationalising Quality; and 11.6 per cent find it unnecessary. The regional breakdown of 
the results is quite interesting. In Africa, 58.3 per cent of the experts favoured the 
internationalisation of Quality; 45.5 per cent of experts from Latin America favoured it; 44.8 
per cent from Europe favoured it; and 42. 9 per cent from Asia-Pacific favoured it. This was 
followed by the USA and Canada with 33.3 per cent. The percentage of those rejecting the 
internationalisation of Quality varies from 18.2 per cent of respondents from Latin America 
and the Caribbean to 6.9 per cent of those from Europe. It is striking that respondents who 
accept the internationalisation of Quality come from Europe, where models of higher 
education are quite varied. Even most experts from the Arab States (71.4 per cent) would like 
to have the internationalisation of Quality if there are suitable procedures. This leads me to 
conclude that, as in many other areas of higher education, in quality assurance and 
accreditation there is potential to create global system (acting in addition to, and not 
alternative for the national and regional practices) for systematisation of quality.  
 
9.3 Summary of Chapter Nine 
 
Most important in this chapter is the presentation of the international operations of quality. 
The thesis now is ready to investigate the adequacy of the UN to include new organisation 








Chapter eight was presentation of regional operations in quality. Chapter nine investigated 
the world operations in quality. This chapter examines the character and structure of the UN. 
The investigation of this chapter suggests that the UN and UNESCO have the adequacy to 
assist in establishing systematisation of quality by including new organisation called the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN 
for providing the international accreditation to HEIs across the globe. This chapter examines 
the character and structure of the UN and UNESCO so as to decide whether the UN and 
UNESCO are, or are not, adequate to assist in systematising systematisation of quality 
through including new organisation for the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. An explicit 




The idea of a new world peace organisation emanated from, and was incorporated in, the 
World War II. Documents (United Nations, 2000; 2002a; 2002b; 2007) show that public 
discussion, discrete planning and diplomatic exchanges performed the crucial role in drafting 
the Charter of the UN organisation and its adoption by the 50 founding member states at the 
San Francisco Conference in 1945, where the UN set up its apparatus and began to apply the 
Charter and to operate the functions conferred upon it up to our present day. Konigswinter 
and Wilhelm (1994) point out that the genesis of the UN Charter returns to the raising 
question regarding the post-war situation and how to prevent new wars. As a result, the UN 
constitution was conceived, negotiated, drafted, signed, and ratified in different phases 
starting in December 1941, and was terminated by the diplomatic preparatory conference 
held during the summer of 1944 at Dumbarton Oaks, USA. Following this conference, the 
Yalta Conference of February 1945 initiated and created intense diplomatic exchanges 
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between the capital of the three principal allies including London, Washington and Moscow. 
Then, the opening of the San Francisco Founding Conference on the 25th of April 1945 




The following sections examine the character of the UN organisation. An explicit analysis 
follows. 
 
10.3.1 Preamble  
 
The main legal reference guide illuminating any decision or/and action conducted by the UN 
organisation or its member states is the preamble of the UN Charter. Simma (1994) points 
out that the preamble of the UN organisation asserts that governments of the member states 
and their people must save no efforts to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war 
which brought untold sorrow to mankind. It reaffirms faith in fundamental human rights, in 
the dignity and worth of the human person, in the equal rights of men and women and of 
nations. This means that the preamble of the UN promotes social progress and larger freedom 
for better standards of life. However, I argue that national states need to combine efforts and 
powers together in good and due form to accomplish agreed global aims. Perhaps 
systematising systematisation of quality might be one of the global aims targeted by many 
national governments (see section 5.6 and section 5.8 of chapter five). This can employ a 
world systematisation of quality (the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality) for the promotion of the educational, economic and social advancement of all 
peoples in all countries across the globe.  
   
10.3.2 Aims    
 
The effectiveness of the UN organisation could be illustrated adequately by identifying its 
aims which guide its actions and these of its member states. Winton (1972) points out that 
the UN organisation operates to maintain international peace and security, and to that end: to 
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take effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace. He 
adds that the UN supervises acts of aggression or for other breaches of peace. He argues that 
the UN does so by peaceful means and in conformity with the principles of justice and 
international law. Salzburg (1994) identifies that the UN organisation act to be a centre for 
harmonising the actions of nations in the attainment of global common ends. He argues that 
the UN develops friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal 
rights and self-determination of people, and to take other appropriate measures to strengthen 
universal peace. This means that the UN can create international co-operation for solving 
international problems of an educational, economic, social, cultural, or humanitarian 
character, and for promoting and encouraging respect for human rights and for fundamental 




White (2002) points out that the UN organisation governs and leads the work of its operations 
through a group of principles. He argues that these principles guarantee transparency and 
objectivity of the operations of the UN. The principles of the UN organisation are: 
- Sovereign equality of all member states; 
- Fulfilling the assumed obligations in accordance with the UN Charter; 
- Settling disputes via peaceful means in such a manner that international peace, 
security and justice are not endangered; 
- Creating international relations refrained from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner 
inconsistent with the UN organisation; 
- Ensuring that the act of the non-member states of the UN in accordance with the UN 
organisation for the maintenance of international peace and security; and 
- Nothing contained in the Charter shall authorise the UN organisation to intervene in 






The UN organisation adopts certain values marking the relations between and within the 
international community. These values provide the aims to which the UN aspires and the 
benchmarks against which the success of the organisation can be measured. Although the 
UN operates according to core values since its establishment in 1945, documents (United 
Nations, 2009) show that many new and required international values have been added and 
adopted as a result of emerging global challenges over the past decades. Such emergence 
reflects real and crucial readiness to share hands together for the better of the whole mankind 
and for facing global problems threatening the international community. While global peace 
and security are largely the concern of the principal organs of the UN organisation, many 
other global values are perused by specialised agencies and subsidiary organisations and 
programmes. White (2002) points out that the UN includes a collective security council 
designed to protect the value of peace via asserting on addressing issues not only related to 
the non-international use of force, but also any outside fomentation of civil war, the effective 
regulation of weaponry, respect for human rights, and the promotion of higher standards of 
living. He argues that justice and law are core and primary values within the thriving UN 
legal order. I agree with White because the UN authorises many specialised agencies 
including the UNESCO to be responsible for promoting and protecting civil as well as 
political human rights and freedoms via setting standards (in the form of recommendations, 
regulations and treaties) in areas related to rights to life, health, education, work, rest, leisure, 
privacy, fair trial, free movement, economic, social and cultural security, adequate standards 
of living and social well-being, self-determination and democracy, take part in government, 
institutional involvement, and participate in all aspects of cultural life both nationally and 
internationally; freedom from hunger; freedom of expression and assembly; and freedom 
from slavery, torture, discrimination, and arbitrary arrest. In spite of my notice (United 
Nations, 2009) that the value of environment protection is not mentioned in the UN Charter, 
I argue that this value can be seen theoretically via the right to clean environment, and 
practically as significant development by practice of the UN’s inherent powers in relation to 






Since its establishment in 1945, the UN membership is open to all peace-loving nations and 
only conditioned with their acceptance to stick to, and sign on the UN Charter, regulations 
and obligations. Since the very beginning, as Bishop (1948) points out, the UN organisation 
set requisite conditions for any state to be admitted to its membership. He adds that to be a 
member in the UN, the interested country must be: a state; peace-loving; accept the 
obligations of the Charter; able to carry out these obligations; and willing to do so. The UN 
membership entitles every state member with equal rights and requires common duties. 
Dixon (1983) argues that the UN membership is a privilege giving every member the 
protection, care and legitimacy authorised and covered by the umbrella organisation of the 
UN. An example which leads me to agree with Dixon is that although Vanuatu and Belize 
have a combined population of only a very small number, each of them wields a vote in the 
General Assembly decision making process equal to that of the most populous and most 
powerful states. 
 
However, I noticed that the UN Charter distinguishes between two groups of members: the 
original members who have participated in the UN Conference on International Organisation 
at San Francisco, or those who have previously signed the UN Declaration on the 1st of 
January 1942; and the members who have admitted after this conference or that date. In spite 
of this, documents (United Nations, 2009) show that in both cases it is necessary for all 
members to have signed and ratified the UN Charter. Dresden (1994) argues that the reason 
for the division into two groups is essentially technical and does not mean or entail any 
different rights or obligations set by the UN. I agree with Dresden since it is reasonable that 
an organisation like the UN requires certain group of members at the beginning to come into 
existence.  
 
10.3.6 Ratification and Signature 
 
The present Charter is ratified by the signatory states in accordance with their respective 
constitutional processes. Literature (Bielefeld, 1994; United Nations, 2009) shows that 
Charter comes into force upon the ratifications by the Republic of China, France, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
and the United States of America, and by majority of the other signatory states. A protocol 
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of the ratifications deposited is thereupon to be drawn up by the USA Government 
communicating copies thereof to all the signatory states. The signatory states to the Charter 
ratifying it after being come into force will become original members of the UN organisation 
on the date of their ratifications.  
 
 10.3.7 Miscellaneous Provisions 
 
Literature (Paris, 1994; United Nations, 2002a; 2002b) shows that the UN Charter governs 
and supervises the scope of treaties and agreements conducted, signed and ratified by any of 
the UN member states so as to be recognised, acknowledged and admitted from the UN 
organisation. For protecting international treaties from being breached, Paris (1994) explains 
that the UN charter acknowledges every treaty and every international agreement entered 
into by any member of the UN.  This leads me to argue that miscellaneous provisions assist 
in providing service of formal processes on national treaties and agreements. This is because 
these agreements are ratified in accordance with transmission through diplomatic channels 




This section addresses the structure of the UN organisation with particular focus on the 
principal organs of the UN and UNESCO. An explicit analysis follows.  
 
10.4.1 The General Assembly 
 
Holcombe and Sobel (1996) point out that the General Assembly consists of all member 
states of the UN organisation, with a view that each member shall have no more than five 
representatives and one vote. The General assembly is the only principal organ of the UN 
where all member states are represented with representatives delegated and subject to 
instructions of their governments. From a legal point of view Speyer (1994) argues that the 
General Assembly of the UN is the world’s most important political discussion forum. He 
adds that it holds an eminent position among all organs of the UN. I agree with Speyer 
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because the UN charter (United Nations, 2009) provides the possibility of non-member states 
to be observers according to four categories: non-member states which either do not want to 
join the UN as full members or have not been able to do so; specialised agencies brought into 
relationship with the UN; intergovernmental organisations of specific resolution to the 
General Assembly; and national liberation movements. However, Kim and Rosenau (1998) 
argue that many challenges of global nature face the General Assembly. They point out the 
main challenge is how the UN generally and the General Assembly particularly work in 
alignment with the preferences of countries across the globe. I argue that the General 
Assembly can cope with such challenge through providing a unique context for studying 
international politics, and assisting the UN member states in dealing with issues most salient 
to their priorities and ambitions.  
 
However, Holloway (1990) argues that grouping nations in the voting process of the General 
Assembly is not fair. Although Holloway’s argument might be rational, I argue that the order 
of the world requires creating this classification which does not affect the sovereignty of any 
country. For example not all universities are of the same level of quality. Certain university 
might have high level of impact on the global environment and, therefore, should receive 
peculiar attention and care. Exactly is the case with national countries, where certain country 
might have greater role in serving the world and, therefore, should occupy high ranking.  
 
10.4.2 The Security Council 
 
The idea of the Security Council returns back to the early planning stages in the establishment 
of the UN organisation, where Kiel (1994) points out that the great powers of the world 
discussed the need for the maintenance of international peace and for securing close 
international co-operation in economic, social and cultural matters. He adds that it was agreed 
that in the new organisation (UN) there should be a link between the special responsibility of 
the great powers for fulfilling the functions and preponderant position of these powers, as 
well as guaranteeing a corresponding relationship between the scope of the decision-making 
competence and the voting procedures applying in making and taking decisions. The result 
was to charge the Security Council with the primary responsibility for global peace and 
security. The Security Council is an organ of the UN and therefore derives its power and 
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validity from the drawn limits set by the UN Charter. Reviewing the website (www.un.org) 
of the UN reveals that the Security Council acts and operates on behalf of the UN in matters 
related to global peace and security. Accordingly its actions and decisions are attributed to 
the UN and not to, or on behalf of, the individual member states.  
 
Chapman and Reiter (2004) argue that the Security Council serves as one of the most 
important means by which world countries can monitor proposed uses of force. They add 
that the Council’s preferences conform closely to the maintenance of global peace and 
security. I agree with them as the Council is generally conservative about the use of force 
and more willing to sanction its use only for genuinely defensive objectives. I argue that the 
existence of the Security Council generates understandings on how international authority 
might affect the foreign policy decisions of states. This is because the power of the Security 
Council means that the presence of international constraints reduces national constraints; 
otherwise the absence of international constraints increases national constraints which might 
create turbulence to the international peace and security.  
 
In contrast to the General assembly where every member state is represented, membership in 
the Security Council forms a numerically limited group so as to guarantee the ability to act 
quickly enforcing its decisions in the international community. Leipzig (1994) points out that 
the number of the Security Council has been increased to fifteen members of two types. The 
first type is the permanent members representing the United Kingdom, the United States of 
America and Russia reflecting the special status of the three great powers of the World War 
II. This type was extended to include China and then France. With this type of membership, 
the UN Charter gives these five powers a prominent position in the UN organisation. The 
second type is the non-permanent members representing ten members elected by a two-thirds 
majority of the UN member states present and voting in the General Assembly for term 
extending over two years. Literature (Tannenwald, 2004; Annan, 2005) shows that the main 
criteria for election range between the contribution of the candidate to the maintenance of 
international peace and security and to other purposes of the UN organisation in addition to 




However, Shinyo (1998) argues that there are many proposals of reform addressing the 
limitations of its capability and the need to increase the number of both permanent and non-
permanent members on transparent criteria and clear bases. He adds that this reform might 
reinforce the credibility, legitimacy and effectiveness of the Security Council as a centre for 
common efforts by the world community to maintain the international peace and security in 
the twenty-first century. I argue that reforming the Security Council is a sensitive issue due 
to its character and structure. An example explaining this is the question of the veto which is 
a highly sensitive issue whether permanent members should possess the veto or not, and 
whether there is a possibility of limiting the scope of the existing veto right possessed by the 
five permanent members or even abolishing it. Tannenwald (2004) argues that there is still 
no consensus among the member states regarding this issue. He explains that only the 
governments of the United Kingdom and France see it is necessary to give the veto right to 
the permanent members and a few regional powers in case of nominating new candidates for 
permanent membership. France in particular supports that there should not be existed any 
differences in status among the members of the Security Council in respect to their rights and 
obligations.  
 
However, Ryan (2000) argues that the way the Security Council has been used in the 1990s 
to promote certain norms and to legitimise certain forms of intervention made the low ranking 
world states to see the UN generally and the Security Council particularly as an agent of 
westernisation. Perhaps what makes them to form this view is that at present, the west has 80 
per cent of the permanent members in the Security Council, whereas the rest of world states 
possess only 20 per cent. This fact supports the claim that the Security Council, as presently 
constituted, is instrument of small minority and not representative of the international 
opinion. This, inevitably, has led to calls for changes and reforms. A Secretary-General 
(Annan, 2005) asserts that no reform of the UN organisation would be complete without 
reforming the Security Council as it present reflects the world of 1945, and not that of the 
twenty-first century requiring a reform to include states that contribute most to the UN 
financially, militarily and diplomatically. Most important is that the Security Council need 
to cope with the issue of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction. This issue is a 
bone is the throat of much of the world which seeks removing the risks of all weapons of 




10.4.3 The Economic and Social Council 
 
The development of the Economic and Social Council goes back to the times of the League 
of Nations. Reviewing the Website (www.un.org) of the UN reveals that the Economic and 
Social Council consists of fifty-four members of the UN elected by the General Assembly, 
with a view that eighteen members shall be elected each year for a term of three years. Simons 
(1994) argues that the early intention of establishing the Economic and Social Council 
denotes the future perspectives envisioned during that time towards the need for creating a 
more peaceful and prosperous future for all countries across the globe. Hamburg (1994) 
agrees with Simons and points out that the members of the League of Nations entrusted the 
Economic and Social Council to proceed with the general supervision of executing 
agreements concerning humanitarian, social, economic and other matters.  
 
Literature (Berlin, 1994; Halle, 1994) points out that the agreements that the Economic and 
Social Council makes with specialised agencies and approved by the General Assembly are 
considered agreements legitimated and authorised under public international law. Simons 
(1994) argues that the Economic and Social Council serves as central international forum for 
consideration of international economic and social issues performing wide range of 
associated functions. He adds that this council functions to promote higher standards of 
living, full employment, solutions to economic, social and health problems, economic and 
social development, international cultural and educational co-operation, and universal 
respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms of all without 
distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion. This means that the Economic and Social 
Council assists in creating global conditions of stability and well-being which are necessary 
for peaceful and friendly relations among nations. 
 
However, the activities of the Economic and Social Council have occasionally been faced 
with criticism and accused of duplication with subsidiary committees and agencies. Although 
afforded the status of principal organ by the UN Charter, Riggs and Plano (1994) point out 
that the Economic and Social Council functions under the authority of the General Assembly 
having the power only to recommend and must defer to the General Assembly in all things. 
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This means that the Council can scarcely be the final word on anything of importance. 
Although the Council is authorised to hold meetings, do research, produce studies and 
reports, draft multilateral conventions, co-ordinate activities of the UN specialised agencies, 
it is given no power to make this mandate effective. Although this means that the Economic 
and Social Council cannot make law, I consider that it performs a clear role in helping the 
UN member states to develop law for affecting certain practices in certain countries 
concerning certain issues and for certain reasons based on its appraisals, reports and 
recommendations.  
 
I argue that the current global economic and social case indicates the need to enhance the 
role and functions of the Economic and Social Council. Framing realities of a new global 
economy requires a new global consensus between what countries do and what policies of 
international community act. Achieving such consensus requires the need to create: market-
oriented policies; effective institutions and the rule of law; integration with the world states; 
investments in education and health; rule-based global economy system; strong and stable 
global financial system; realistic approach to debt; enhanced provision of global public 
goods; and effective official external assistance. There is no greater challenge than global 
development representing an indicator for measuring the success of the UN organisation in 
regard to achieving this global hope. However, I consider global issues. One of these issues 
is moral as1.2 billion people on this planet live on less than dollar a day. The second issue is 
central to the global security when some of the biggest conflicts in the world have had their 
roots in economic failure and despair. The third issue is economic when the world is in need 
for more integration than before. 
 
10.4.4 Trusteeship Council 
 
The Trusteeship Council is the successor of the mandates of the League of Nations and, as 
Sayre (1948) points out, it is a solution wrestling with complex problem of rule over 
dependent peoples. It is a concept to an operation of international accountability for non-self-
governing peoples. Documents (United Nations, 1995) show that the Trusteeship Council is 
one of the UN principal organs which were constituted by the General Assembly on the 10th 
of January 1946 for the administration of certain non-self-governing territories. Reviewing 
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the website (www.un.org) of the UN reveals that the Trusteeship Council consists of UN 
member states administering trust territories and other members elected for three-year terms 
by the General Assembly. Literature (Sayre, 1948; Gottingen, 1994) shows that the 
Trusteeship Council is operated by high ranking states acting as trustees governing the 
respective territory for the benefit of its population and with the aim of its progressive 
development towards independence. 
 
However, a Secretary-General (Annan, 2005) hypothesised that if the UN organisation is to 
be a vehicle through which states can meet the challenges of today and tomorrow, it needs 
major reforms to strengthen its relevance, effectiveness and accountability while abolishing 
those that no longer needed such as the Trusteeship Council. Willson (1996) agrees with 
Annan and argues that the General Assembly should proceed with steps aimed at eliminating 
the Trusteeship Council and creating a modern international clearinghouse for self-
determination. Goulding (1993) argues that the structural position of the Trusteeship Council 
indicates that its role and functions in creating global future development in peace-keeping 
and peace enforcement are at the front of a question mark. He adds that the role and functions 
of the Trusteeship Council should be part of the operations of the Security Council. This 
means that there are duplications and interferences in the roles and functions of the Security 
Council and the Trusteeship council. This is because deploying the UN use of force in a 
country where the institutions of state have largely collapsed is regarded as a peace-keeping 
operation which is located among the functions of the Security Council. However, Mohamed 
(2005) argues that there is a distinction between the characters of the Security Council and 
the Trusteeship Council. He explains that while the Security Council and its procedures and 
institutions undertake actions and responsibilities focusing on security and not on handling 
state building and governance, the Trusteeship Council is responsible for peace-building 
elements of missions possessing special competence in these matters. In spite of this, 
Mohamed considers that the expansion of the Security Council raised questions around 
whether the underlying legal authority for peace-keeping provides legitimate foundation for 
its missions; and whether peace operations have outgrown the Security Council policies. I 
argue that the main distinction between the roles and functions of the Security Council and 
the Trusteeship Council is that Security Council is responsible for peace when the crises is 




10.4.5 The International Court of Justice    
 
Literature (Simons, 1994; United Nations, 1995; 2002a; 2009) shows that the International 
Court of Justice was created at the 1945 San Francisco Conference. It represents a 
culmination of decades of development passing by the Hague Conference of 1899 which had 
seen the establishment of the Permanent Court of Arbitration, to the League of Nations 
involving the creation of the Permanent Court of Justice, and at last to April 1945 when the 
government of the USA invited a committee of Jurists to meet in Washington to study how 
a new international court could be integrated in the UN organisation. Although the 
International Court of Justice functions largely outside the UN framework as semi-
independent entity headquartered at Hague in the Netherlands, Riggs and Plano (1994) point 
out that the UN Charter recognises it as one of the six principal organs of the UN. The 
International Court of Justice is open to all member states of the UN. However, Singh (1993) 
argues that non-member states seeking legal interest in their protection from the outlawing 
of acts of aggression, genocide, slavery and racial discrimination can join the court. He adds 
that in this case the interested country should meet conditions laid down by the General 
Assembly followed by a recommendation from the Security Council, with a view that its 
jurisdiction depends on the consent of the states concerned. 
 
Heidelberg (1994) argues that the International Court of Justice has special characteristics 
distinguishing it from other international judicial institutions. He adds that these 
characteristics include: it is the only international judicial body opening to all states; it is 
qualified to become a general court of representing the whole international community under 
its position in the UN Charter; it is the only judicial body applying generally binding 
international law without limitation to a defined treaty or other restrictions of a specialised 
legal field; it is in a better position under the UN Charter than any other judicial institution 
to contribute through its case law to the development of the international law; and it can 
equally promote codification of international legal notions, principles and rules of universal 
conventions (like the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea of 1982 and the Vienna 




Paulson (2004) points out that the International Court of Justice fulfils its role and functions 
as part of the UN to maintain international peace and security, and to achieve international 
co-operation in solving international problems. He adds that the legality of implementing the 
decisions of the International Court of Justice is covered by the international law. However, 
I argue that there have been continued problems regarding certain cases due to the limited 
ability of the legal decisions to solve complicated political questions. Regarding such issue, 
Simons (1994) argues that the international pressures to execute the decisions of the 
International Court of Justice taken against the convicted states or individuals have a 
prominent role in many states’ decisions to implement the judgements of the International 
Court of Justice. An interesting point he clarifies is that states that were relatively powerful 
militarily were less compliant when they lost than evenly matched or less powerful states.  
   
Certain dimensions related to the constitution of the International Court of Justice raised 
some specific issues and questions internationally indicating the need for further 
enhancements. In regard to the convention on the privileges and immunities, Gill (1990) 
argues that the International Court of Justice enables the UN to entrust missions to persons 
who do not have the official status of belonging to the UN, and to guarantee them the 
privileges and immunities necessary to carry out their functions independently. He adds that 
although the International Court of Justice is to deal with decisions against international 
criminalities and those who are responsible for war crimes, crimes against humanity and 
genocide even if they perpetrated such crimes while acting during their official capacity, the 
Security Council maintains the right to disregard immunities under the international law to 
protect international peace and security. That is why Day (2004) argues that the International 
Court of Justice is in a need to accurately evaluate customary international law concerning 
immunities granted to certain persons accused of war crimes or crime against humanity. 
 
I consider that the compliance with the international rule of law is an international complex 
issue related to operating ethics and morality. However, I argue that the current international 
picture indicates the need to proceed toward an international rule of law to visualise the 
distinction between the would-be law-makers and the sheer law-breakers. While the would-
be law-makers want to operate a hard law, the sheer law-breakers, in contrast, want to operate 
a soft law. Richmond (2004; 2008) argues that even though there is no enforcement by any 
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central organ, international law can still be regarded as binding and obligatory, however. I 
agree with Schachter (1994) that although the political bodies of the UN organisation are not 
legislative power, they could act like legislatures by adopting law-making treaties, 
declarations of law and not to have their recommendations to remain merely requests or 
wishes if the collective intention and will of the governments supported more the 
authoritative outcomes of the UN decisions. 
 
10.4.6 The Secretariat  
 
Documents (United Nations, 2009) show that the title Secretary-General created after the 
World War II is a culmination of years of development. This title passed by the periods of 
international disaster to the horrors of the World War I, then, to the feelings of a troubled 
world towards the need for internationally outstanding full-time supervisor. The realisation 
of founders of the League of Nations to call the head of their organisation ‘Chancellor’ and 
then a ‘Moderator’ (as suggested during the highest times of the World War II) was perceived 
as a title for the head of the future United Nations. At last the title arrived to the post war 
chronicle where the title Secretary-General was chosen. However, Urquhart (1995; 1996) 
argues that there is still a controversial issue which accompanied the title of the Secretary-
General. He adds that the process of electing the Secretary-General of the UN is still a 
controversial issue. This is because of the discussions since the Allied Powers at Dumbarton 
Oaks which oppose the ambivalence operated in electing the Secretary-General to be directly 
elected by the General Assembly based on recommendation from the Security Council. These 
discussions defend the veto held by the permanent members of the Security Council over the 
election process of entitling the permanent members the control of appointing the Secretary-
General.  
 
Reviewing the website (www.un.org) of the UN reveals that the Secretariat comprises a 
Secretary-General and staff appointed by the Secretary-General under regulations established 
by the General Assembly, and according to the requirements of the UN organisation. The 
Secretary-General is appointed the chief administrative officer of the UN. The Secretariat is 
a principal organ inside the UN structure. Urquhart (1995) explains that the Secretariat is 
organised hierarchically into departments headed by under-secretaries general (USG) and 
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assistant-secretaries general (ASG) which are appointed by the UN Secretary-General who 
substantially administers the office of the Secretariat, including all staff members of the 
centralised administrative apparatus of the UN. Harris (2001) argues that the Secretariat is 
the UN open window upon countries across the globe. I agree with Harris because the 
Secretariat represents a means through which multicultural and multi-ethnic understanding 
and co-operation find a place to operate. Rushton (2008) argues that the UN embodies the 
Secretariat as principal organ with rational-legal authority having the ability to entice its 
structure with significance degree of independent power, while presenting itself as politically 
natural technocratic organ. I agree with Rushton because that the Secretary-General is 
entitled with exhibited significant degree of independence. This means that the Secretary-
General has a real and lasting impact on the UN in general and on the Secretariat in particular. 
I argue that the Secretary-General is seen as the authoritative interpreter of the UN Charter 
putting him in a powerful position to reinterpret its provisions and to stretch them to cover 
new situations and ideas. The Secretary-General represents the general good of mankind and 
works as spokesman for humanity. This places the Secretary-General in strategic position to 
promote international norms for eradicating poverty, preventing conflict, creating peace, 
promoting democracy, and sustaining development across the globe.  
 
Although the UN Secretary-General needs to be a consensus creator, independent, fearless 
and courageous when consulting others on any critical issues, running against the wind has 
always proved hazardous. Because the reflection of any mistakes done by the Secretary-
General may affect the world, Haque (1996) argues that the Secretary-General should be 
aware of how never to approach any way leads to mistakes. I agree with Haque and I argue 
that The Secretary-General should also be aware of how never to do anything against the 
super powers of the world so as not to lose their support, and at the same time he/she should 
not be a yes-respondent for not annoying the smaller nations so as not to lose their support 
as well. The best way for the Secretary-General is to be a tactfully righteous.             
 
Montgomery (1999) reveals that there are structural problems related to the work of the 
Secretariat and contributed to creating operational difficulties which began to emerge. 
Among the difficulties he reveals are organisational bureaucracy and absence of criteria in 
dealing with super powers of the world and the smaller countries. These and other 
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considerations related to the UN Secretariat indicate the need for further enhancements 
regarding credibility and accountability. Mohamed (2005) argues that it is important to 
reform the UN Secretariat and the wider network of agencies, funds and programmes that 
make up the UN rendering it more coherent, efficient, transparent and accountable not just 
only to member states, but to the public on whose confidence it relies and whose interests it 
ultimately must serve. I argue that reforming the Secretariat of the UN requires 
systematisation more open to scrutiny, with a view to empower more the Secretary-General 
so as to drive through necessary changes entitling member states the right and responsibility 
to demand more transparency and accountability.  
 
10.4.7 The UNESCO 
 
Since the early beginning of its establishment, the UNESCO is still work to contribute to 
peace and security across the globe by promoting collaboration among nations via education, 
science and culture. Winton (1972) points out that the UNESCO operates to address global 
dimensions. He explains that some of these dimensions include: collaborating in the work of 
advancing mutual knowledge and understanding of peoples through all means of mass 
communication; promoting free flow of ideas; giving adequate impulse to popular education 
and to the spread of culture; increasing and diffusing knowledge; assuring the conservation 
and protection of the world’s cultural inheritance; and encouraging international co-operation 
in all branches of intellectual activities including the international exchange of persons, 
publications and information.  
 
Documents (UNESCO, 2003) show that the UNESCO aims at creating the conditions for 
cultures to flourish and to freely interact in mutually beneficial manner. This aim can be 
attained via encouraging dialogue among cultures with a view to ensuring wider and balanced 
cultural exchanges in the world in favour of intercultural respect and a culture of peace. 
Simons (1994) argues that promoting respect for the diversity of cultural expressions and 
raising the awareness of its value at local, national and international levels can create the link 
between culture and development for all countries. I agree with Simons and I argue that 
creating an international system for giving the international accreditation to the distinctive 
nature and quality of HEIs strengthens international cooperation and solidarity in a spirit of 
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partnership between countries across the globe. This creation can enhance the capacities of 
countries particularly low ranking countries. In addition, I argue that this creation can also 
protect and promote the diversity of cultural expressions, maintain respect for all cultures 
particularly in issues of human rights, fundamental freedoms, sovereignty, equal dignity, 
international solidarity and cooperation, sustainable development and equitable access.  
 
Today and among its 193 member states, as documents (UNESCO, 2008a; 2008b; 2008c) 
show, the heart of the UNESCO’s mission and activities functions as a laboratory of ideas 
for promoting international co-operation in the fields of education, science, culture and 
communication. I argue that these operations can create the conditions for genuine dialogue 
based upon respect for shared values and the dignity of each civilization and culture. This 
means that the UN in general and the UNESCO in particular are adequate to proceed with 
the world pressing requirements for visions of sustainable development among which is 
providing highly international quality higher education that is available for all on the basis 
of merit without discrimination. Reviewing the website (www.unesco.org) of the UNESCO 
reveals that the UNESCO has worked to improve education worldwide. An example of this 
is the UNESCO three forums of 2002, 2004 and 2007 on accreditation, quality assurance and 
recognition of qualifications (see section 2.8 of chapter two). The UNESCO has worked also 
on natural sciences where UNESCO has developed several international programmes to 
better assess and manage the Earth’s resources reinforcing the capacities of low ranking 
countries in science, engineering and technology. Human sciences, culture, and 
communication are among UNESCO’s priorities for empowering people through access to 
information and knowledge with special emphasis on freedom of expression, promoting 
communication development, and advancing the use of education, science and culture. This 
means that the UNESCO performs integral role in the UN organisation and works closely 
with a wide range of national and regional organisations.  
  
The UNESCO structure consists of different authorities and divisions. There are four main 
divisions governing the overall structure of the UNESCO. These four divisions are: the 
General Conference; Executive Committee; Secretariat; and National Commissions. 
Documents (UNESCO, 2008c) show that the General Conference is the primary decision-
making body comprising representatives of all member states meeting every two years to 
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determine (following the principle of one vote per country) the policies and main lines of 
work of the UNESCO. It is meant by the General Conference to appoint, every four years, 
the Director-General based on the recommendation of the Executive Board. The General 
Conference deals with different dimensions which include: credentials; communications 
received from member states; the adoption of the agenda; the work of the UNESCO; 
discussing reports; and general relations and resolutions (UNESCO, 2005). Regarding 
Executive Board, documents (UNESCO, 2008a; 2008b) show that it composes of 58 member 
states and meets twice a year to examine the UNESCO’s programme and budget. It is 
responsible for ensuring the execution of the programme adopted by the General Conference. 
The Executive Board is elected by the General Conference and is one of the three 
constitutional organs of UNESCO. Its work is to give decisions via institutes and centres on 
areas related to education, natural sciences, social and human sciences, culture, 
communication and information. The Secretariat, as documents (UNESCO, 2008c) indicate, 
consists of the Director-General as the executive head of the UNESCO and staff responsible 
for formulating proposals and implementing the approved programme for appropriate action 
by the General Conference and the Executive Board. The network of National Commissions 
is a unique feature of UNESCO within the entire UN organisation. Although they act as 
national entities geared to pursue tasks and priorities set by their governments, documents 
(UNESCO, 2003) show that these commissions provide UNESCO with unique network of 
intellectual and scientific communities in the promotion of its message across national, 
regional, and international boundaries. This network represents the UNESCO’s essential link 
to civil societies and constitutes comparative advantage and indispensable tool for 
succeeding the operations of the UNESCO.  
 
However, documents (UNESCO, 2008a) show that the UNESCO faces challenges of 
international nature. According to the UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 771 million of 
world’s citizens are illiterate, and that 1 out of every 5 primary school-age children in low 
ranking countries is not in school comprising over 100 million globally most of them are 
girls. This means that strategies and activities of the UNESCO have to actively contributing 
to the achievement of the United Nations Millennium Development Goals (UNMDGs). 
These challenges lead me to argue that the UNESCO needs to give focus and consideration 
to: halving the proportion of people living in extreme poverty; assisting in creating 
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international quality education; eliminating gender disparity in education; combating 




Since its creation in 1945, the UN has been the subject of periodic reviews resulted in 
continuous process of reform as response to emerging and pressing challenges. Annan (2005) 
points out that the UN assists in addressing the global urgency of taking more effective action 
to achieve the millennium project and defeating threats of global nature so as to entitle the 
planet future generations with the freedom from fear and want and living in dignity. Coate et 
al. (1990) argue that operations of the UN serve for theorising and executing two main 
purposes. The first purpose is peacekeeping policies prescribing courses of collective 
international action aimed at preventing or halting armed conflicts. The second purpose is 
represented in peace-building policies aimed at eliminating the social and economic sources 
of tension. Muller (1992) argues that the UN operates to serve national accounts through 
providing framework for encouraging development planning particularly in low ranking 
countries. However, Idris and Bartolo (2000) argue that the UN is witnessing gap that exists 
between the proposals and recommendations and their implementation. They add that this 
gap seems to be rooted in the UN since 50 years ago. Porter (1966) points out that there is a 
gap between national and global objectives and the gap between words and deeds in the 
operations of the UN. However, I consider what Annan (2005) clarified that most of the UN 
specialised agencies have been undergoing reform in character and structure. The UN 
includes principal organs and sub-organisations formulating the overall UN organisation. 













































Subsidiary Bodies  
Military Staff committee  
Standing Committee and ad hoc bodies  
International Criminal Tribunal for the former  
Yugoslavia  
International criminal tribunal for Rwanda  
UN Monitoring, Verification and Inspection commission 
(Iraq)  
United Nations Compensation commission    
Peacekeeping) operations and missions  
 
Subsidiary Bodies  
Main committees  
Other sessional committees 
Standing committees and  
Ad hoc bodes  
Other subsidiary organs 
 
Programmes and funds  
UNCTAD United Nations       UNDP United Nations                UNHCR Office of the United  
Conference on Trade and       Development Programme                      Nations High Commissioner for  
Development         UNIFEM United Nations                      Refugees 
ITC International Trade Centre   Development Fund for Women                   WFP World Food Programme 
(UNCTAD / WTO)         UNV United Nations                 UNRWA2 United Nations Relief 
UNDCP United Nations Drug     Volunteers                                                    and Works Agency for Palestine   
Control Programme1                     UNCDF United Nations                              Refugees in the Near East  
Environment Programme         Capital Development Fund                  UN-HABITAT United  
UNICEF United Nations         UNFPA United Nations                       Nations Human Settlements  
Children's Fund                                      Programme (UNHSP)              
UNESCO  
 
Research and Training Institutes  
UNICRI United Nations       UNRISO   United Nations      INSTRAW International 
Interregional Crime and justice          Research Institute for Social        Research Training Institute  
Research Institute       Development                     for the Advancement of Women  
UNITAR United Nations                    UNIDIR2 United Nations                  
Institute for Training         Institute for Disarmament  
Research          Research   
 
 
Other UN Entities  
OHCHR Office of the     UNOPS   United        UNU United Nations      UNAIDS Joint United  
United Nations High         Nations Office for       University                         Nations Programme on  
Commissioner for             Project Services         UNSSC United               HIV/AIDS 
Human Rights                                                          College   
 
Functional Commissions  
Commission on:  
      Human Rights  
      Narcotic Drugs  
      Crime Prevention and     
      Criminal Justice  
Science and Technology for  
      Development  
Sustainable Development  
Status of Women  
Population and Development  
Commission for Social  
     Development  
Statistical Commission  
Regional Commissions  
Economic Commission for 
Africa (ECA)  
Economic Commission for 
Europe (ECE) 
Economic Commission for 
Latin America and the 
Caribbean (ECLAC)  
ECONOMIC AND Social 
Commission for Asia and the 
Pacific (ESCAP)  
ECONOMIC AND Social 
Commission for Western Asia 
(ESCWA) 
Other Bodies  
Permanent Forum Indigenous 
Issues (PFLL)  
UNITED Nations Forum on 
Forests Sessional and standing 
committees  





WTO3 World Trade  
             Organization  
IAEA4 International Atomic  
            Energy Agency  
CTBTO  
           The Nuclear-Test-Ban-             
           Treaty Organization  
OPCW Organization for  
           The Prohibition of  
           Chemical Weapons  
 
Specialized Agencies6  
ILD International Labour  
        Organization  
FAO Food and Agriculture  
         Organization of the  
         United Nations  
UNESCO United Nations  
         Educational,  
         Scientific Cultural  
         Organization 
WHO World Heath  
         Organization 
 
WORLD BANK GROUP  
 
IBRD International Bank for 
           Reconstruction and  
           Development  
IDA    International  
               Development 
Association  
IFC   International Finance  
          Corporation  
MIGA Multilateral Investment  
           Guarantee Agency   
ICSID International Center for  
                 Settlement of 
Investment  
             Disputes 
IMF   International Monetary  
          Fund  
ICAO International Civil  
           Aviation Organization  
IMO    International Maritime 
           Organization  
ITU     International Tele-  
           Communication Union  
UPU   Universal Postal Union 
 
WMO World Meteorological 
           Organization   
WIPO World International 
            Property Organization  
IFAD International Fund  
           For Agricultural  
           Development  
UNIDO United Nations  
           Industrial Development  
           Organization  
WTO3 World Tourism  
            Organization  
 
 
Departments and  
Offices  
 
OSG   Office of the Secretary-  
           General  
OLOS Office of International  
            Oversight Services  
OLD     Office of Legal Affairs 
DPA    Department of Political  
            Affairs  
 
DDA    Department for 
            Disarmament Affairs 
 
DPKO Department of Peace 
            Keeping Operations 
OCHA Office for the  
               Coordination of  
            Humanitarian  
DESA Department of Economic  
 
DGACM Department for  
            General Assembly  
            and Conference  
            Management  
DPI     Department of Public   
             Information  
DM       Department of   
             Management  
 
OHRLLS Office of the High  
             Representative for         
            The Lease Developed  
            Countries, Landlocked  
            Developing Countries  
            And Small Island  
            Developing Stales  
 
UNESCOORD  
            Office of the United  
             Nations Security  
             Coordinator  
UNODC United Nations office 
             on Drugs and Crime  
 
UNOG   UN Office at Geneva  
 
UNOV   UN Office at Vienna   
 





10.6 Summary of Chapter Ten 
 
This chapter discussed the character and structure of the United Nations. The presentation of 
chapter ten indicates that the UN is adequate to include new organisation for the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. With the end of chapter ten, the thesis turns its pages to the end by 






























11.1 Introduction  
 
The purpose of this chapter is to conclude how well quality can be systematically reported 
across the levels of analysis postulated in Figure 9 of chapter four. The following pages depict 
the thesis findings.  
 
11.2 Findings from the National Operations in Quality 
 
The purpose of this section is to conclude how well quality in the UK and Egypt can be 
comparably and systematically reported across the levels of analysis postulated in Figure 9 
of chapter four. The following pages depict the comparative findings from investigating 
current operations in the development of quality in the UK and Egypt. 
 
Quality of the UK and Egypt has in common more than they have in difference. However, 
quality in the UK is much more developed and enhanced unlike quality in Egypt, where 
further development is required. The commons that the two cases share are not surprising as 
the development of quality in Egypt has been undertaken in collaboration with British 
consultants. The UK experience has influenced Egypt. The Egyptian experience in quality 
depended during its establishment on consultants from the UK.  Up to the present the UK 
consultants still work as advisory committees to the Egyptian context. Even after establishing 
the regional networks like the ANQAHE, the UK influence on Egypt has continued. 
Documents (QAAP, 2007) show that British consultants have been involved in establishing 
quality in Egypt. The main aim of the research two case studies, therefore, is to use the wider 
experience of quality to propose implications for policy and practice in the field across the 




In spite of these commons, the novelty of quality in Egypt may cause it to be viewed 
differently. The emergence of markets in higher education, the increase in tuition fees, 
competitions among HEIs, lack of trust in professionals and the increasing demand for 
accountability and efficiency are among the rationale behind the emergence of quality in the 
UK, whereas it is not the case in Egypt. The main difference between quality in the two 
contexts is that quality in the UK is based on initiation, creation and innovation whereas 
quality in Egypt is based on imitation. Literature (Dearing, 1997; Alderman and Brown 2005; 
Harvey, and Stensaker, 2008) shows that quality in the UK is a result of studies and research 
which proved the need to establish the QAA. Contrasting to this is quality in Egypt, where it 
is a result of imitation that the Egyptian Government (represented in the Ministry of Higher 
Education) imitated quality from the high ranking countries. That is why quality in Egypt 
operates accreditation, quality assurance, assessment, evaluation and quality control 
represented in the Quality Assurance Centres in Universities and Quality Assurance Units 
within faculties. This means that the Egyptian Government imitated all operations of quality 
in the high ranking countries like accreditation from the USA, quality assurance from the 
UK, quality assessment and evaluation from Australia and quality control from France (see 
section 1.2 of chapter one and section 12.2 of chapter twelve and Appendix C). The UK 
operates quality assurance only as quality in the UK has been established based on research 
and investigation.  
 
It has been indicated that the UK context focuses on quality assurance and not accreditation. 
The Egyptian context focuses on both quality assurance and accreditation. This is because 
quality in Egypt has been imitated from the high ranking countries and was not established 
as a result of investigation and research. In Egypt, quality assurance is the responsibility of 
HEIs while accreditation is the responsibility of the NAQAAE. For any higher education 
institution seeking accreditation, it has to prove its quality and assure it.   
 
There is a difference between quality assurance and accreditation. Quality assurance is a 
general system combining a set of sub-systems among them is accreditation. Accreditation 
is one of the different approaches of quality assurance. The other approaches of quality 
assurance include assessment, audit, evaluation, quality control and external review (see 
section 5.2 of chapter five). Although both quality assurance and accreditation have overlaps 
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and similarities, certain dimensions separate them. Quality assurance focuses on processes 
while accreditation focuses on the outputs. Quality assurance is indicated more by qualitative 
dimensions while accreditation is recognised by quantitative factors. Quality assurance is a 
general term that includes processes of assuring the overall quality and is more general than 
accreditation. Accreditation focuses on rankings and numbers but quality assurance focuses 
on operations and dimensions. Accreditation is mainly quantitative but quality assurance is 
mainly qualitative. While accreditation focuses on the outputs, quality assurance focuses on 
the inputs, operations and outputs. Accreditation is meant mainly by rankings and rating HEIs 
but quality assurance is meant by protecting the public from low quality higher education. 
Although the operations of quality assurance publish its reports publicly, it is not for ranking 
reasons but for informing the partners and beneficiaries about the level of quality certain 
higher education institution enjoys. 
 
While the approach followed in Egypt is the external evaluation and accreditation, the 
approach followed in the UK is audit. Egypt’s quality varies to include institutions and 
programmes but the UK case is meant by institutions. The QAA in the UK is meant by 
assuring the quality of teaching but the NAQAAE in Egypt is meant by assuring and 
accrediting the quality of teaching. However, Neyland (2007) points out that accreditation is 
initially accorded to HEIs first before accrediting the quality of programmes. Regarding 
research, documents reveal no evidence that there is an organisation responsible for the 
quality of research in Egypt. However, in the UK the case is different, where the Research 
Excellence Framework (previously the Research Assessment Exercise) is the responsible 
body for assuring the quality of research. Most important is that neither the quality of 
teaching nor the quality of research has impact on funding HEIs in Egypt. On the contrary, 
although quality of teaching does not impact distribution of funding in the UK, quality of 
research informs the distribution of quality related money among HEIs. However, quality in 
the two contexts aims to cover both accountability and enhancement.  
 
Although quality in Egypt achieved the necessary groundwork, reports (OECD, 2010) show 
that quality documentations need to be available to academic staff in HEIs. Further training 
and professional development opportunities need to be provided. In addition, indications that 
good performance is recognised and rewarded should be declared publicly and should impact 
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on funding HEIs. Most important is the need to overcome the lack of systematisation. Quality 
has the potential to be viewed in a systematic vision combining the related dimensions with 
the sector of education. To achieve this important work, a lot remains to be done at the 
institutional level. In addition, quality culture needs to be grounded.  
 
Quality in the UK and in Egypt lacks systematisation. Quality in the two cases is separated 
from other sectors like labour market, industry, commerce, business, agriculture, health and 
other sectors. Establishing an umbrella systematisation of quality combining all sectors can 
make quality in the two contexts more systematic.  
 
There is a general agreement that implementing quality in Egypt is an important step towards 
the quality of provision. However, quality in Egypt faces problems impeded in 
implementation, such as poor infrastructure and nominal fees, lack of proper accountability, 
inadequate funding, massive numbers of students, and poor academic pay. I argue that these 
problems should be solved first for attaining a proper quality. Quality is rational initiative but 
needs to be taken more seriously. Support from government and higher education society 
should be increased to guarantee the sustainability of the project. 
 
The majority of interviewees agreed that quality is important to HEIs. However, they 
considered that quality adds extra burdens particularly of documentation and paper work, 
which take too much of academics’ time and effort. In spite of this, I argue that the impact 
of operating quality deserves effort, time and money (see chapter fourteen). All participants 
agreed that quality includes rules which should guarantee a strong dialogue between partners 
and beneficiaries. However, these rules need activation as many laws and regulations 
governing higher education have been established before the operations of quality. For 
example, HEIs in Egypt have no decision on the number of students they accept every year, 
which inevitably affects the quality of provision and institutional autonomy. The poor pay of 
academics in Egypt forces them to have additional jobs to secure their life expenses. There 
is a general agreement that poor academic pay is one of the most significant factors which 




It has been indicated that it is still early to decide whether quality in Egypt is efficient because 
the project is still under development. The operations of quality in Egypt are in the 
transitional phase. The project of quality in Egypt has not been completed yet. The culture of 
quality is still new in Egypt. However, all interviewees see that quality is making change 
across HEIs. It is important to raise the awareness of the culture of quality. In spite of this, I 
consider that the process of disseminating the culture of quality takes time, effort and money.  
 
Quality assists in equalising the available educational opportunities (see section 5.3 of 
chapter five). It is reasonably fair for HEIs, partners and beneficiaries. Accreditation and 
audits are fair because they are done according to published criteria from the agencies of 
quality in the UK and Egypt. The team of external review and/or audit panels are objective 
and transparent. The process of peer review guarantees this objectivity and transparency. 
Although paper may be not highly reviewed accurately, quality is fair as teams and panels of 
external review work in alignment with transparent criteria for evaluation and indicators for 
measuring performance. However, both of quality in the UK and Egypt are in need for 
systematisation. Quality has the potential to be envisioned as an overall system combining a 
set of sub-systems and not only seen as an enhancing mechanism. It is all about the systematic 
vision in everything we experience.  
 
Interviewees have concerns about the level of uniformity and procedures. I consider that 
paper work and administration add more pressure on academics and do not motivate them to 
improve the quality of teaching itself. In spite of this, the problem is not in quality itself but 
in the operators who operate quality procedures. The operators need to be creative in 
facilitating the procedures and operations of quality. This makes the load lighter and the task 
easier. The burdens and requirements of operations of quality is not the fault of quality itself 
but it is the fault of the operators who operate quality. For example, quality in the University 
of Exeter and Mansoura University lacks systematisation. In the UK, quality of teaching is 
separated from quality of research. Two different bodies represent two different techniques. 
While, in the UK, QAA is responsible for the quality of teaching, the Research Excellence 
Framework is responsible for the quality of research. The two bodies have different aims and 
operations. The context shows the potential for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality not only 
to connect the quality of teaching with the quality of research but also to connect them 
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together with the quality in other sectors across the country. Both of heath sector, education 
sector, industry sector, agriculture sector, commerce sector and the other sectors are in need 
to work under an overall systematisation. Since the UK is a unified country, the vision of the 
system of quality must be unified, systematic and futuristic. It is all located in the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. This exemplifies that the gap of systematisation existed in the UK 
is also existed in Egypt. The two contexts need ‘systematic’ understanding of quality towards 
a collective and futuristic vision.  
 
The interviewees agreed that quality is rational, efficient and reasonable. However, I consider 
that it seems from the UK context that the quality of research is more important than the 
quality of teaching. This interprets why quality of research is connected to funding but the 
quality of teaching has no links to any sort of funding. This makes the attention of HEIs in 
the UK to be drawn to research only because of its impact on funding. This concludes that a 
systematic vision can be the solution towards the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the 
UK. Both of teaching, research and community outreach and knowledge transfer are of equal 
importance. The quality of teaching impacts on students (fees payers) who are the future 
professionals of the labour market. The quality of research impacts of creating new 
knowledge, finding new solutions and envisioning the future. The quality of community 
outreach and knowledge transfer impact on society and the wider environment. This means 
that the systematic vision creates balance in looking at teaching, research and community 
outreach and knowledge transfer.  This leads me to argue that systematisation of quality 
creates equity (see chapter thirteen).   
 
The problems of quality enhancement in the UK are implied in the operators and not in 
quality. To date, the operators of quality in the UK do not realise that quality is an overall 
system combining a set of sub-systems like internal and external evaluation. In addition, 
quality assurance in the UK is highly dispersed and lacks systematisation. Quality assurance 
is an overall system that is bigger than the entire collection of its sub-system. This is because 
it combines all sub-systems plus creating the interaction between its sub-systems. Quality in 
the different sectors across the UK needs an umbrella system to combine them together in a 
systematic way. Perhaps a national system for quality covering the different sectors across 




Funding in the case of Egypt is based on line-item mechanism whereas it is based on block 
grants, cost-sharing and competitive methods in case of the UK. However, there is no funding 
formula for teaching. The funding of teaching in the UK is based on students’ tuition fees but 
funding research is quality driven. Contrasting to this is the case of Egypt, where the laws 
and regulations do not allow HEIs to diverse their sources of funding while the regulations 
of the UK case allow HEIs to diversify their sources of funding. Students in Egypt pay modest 
registration fees and that their HEIs are not allowed to charge students higher fees. 
Contrasting to this is the UK case, where HEIs are allowed to charge undergraduate students 
higher tuition fees up to certain cap decided by the government. In addition, there are no caps 
on tuition fees for postgraduate studies in the UK, where universities can charge variable 
tuition fees. Student financial support mechanisms differ in the two cases. The financial 
incentives for students are based on merit in Egypt. But in the UK, income contingent loans 
are available for both tuition fees and living expenses. 
 
The operations of quality in Egypt are overly centralised but these of the UK are highly 
ranked and decentralised. The Government of Egypt manages HEIs in a regulatory 
environment where as HEIs in the UK are institutions established as charities serving public 
benefit. HEIs in the UK are increasingly being run more like businesses. The context of the 
UK shows freedom and democracy while in Egypt there is excessive control on academic 
affairs and on the appointment of academic staff.  
 
An important dimension that can affect the quality of higher education is that academic pay 
and promotion in Egypt are based on seniority as academic staff are treated as civil servants. 
Contrasting to this is the UK context, where academic pay and promotion are linked to 
performance and provision of quality. The operations in Egypt denote randomness and lacks 
performance-based funding.  Neither the quality of teaching nor the quality of research 
informs distribution of budgets among HEIs in Egypt. Although the quality of teaching does 
not impact distribution of funding in the UK, quality of research informs the distribution of 
money among HEIs. In addition, the laws and regulations in Egypt represent a crucial issue, 
where HEIs cannot charge student for the tuition fees. These laws and regulations created 
weak operations of low quality. Contrasting to this is the UK case, where HEIs are allowed 
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to charge students tuition fees up to a certain cap decided by the government, with a view 
that these fees are dedicated for improving the quality of education students experience and 
the facilities provided. The case of Egypt lacks competition between HEIs as they have no 
say on the level of student recruitment and the nominal fees are the same in all HEIs. This 
lack creates inequity between public and private universities due to the duality of criteria and 
policies governing higher education in Egypt. Contrasting to this is the case of the UK, which 
is based on competition between HEIs in terms of student recruitment and variable tuition 
fees for postgraduate studies. However, the laws and regulations in the UK govern tuition 
fees for undergraduate students.  
 
The culture of the context in Egypt inhibits creation, initiation and innovation. The operations 
of quality in Egypt are a result of imitation to what is existed in the high ranking countries. 
Egypt’s case is based on imitation and not on creation. But the operations of quality in the 
UK are a result of study and research. The culture of quasi-markets encourages creation and 
innovation. The existing culture in Egypt created lack of trust between HEIs, government 
and the society. This deepens the lack of trust in professionals to be self-regulating. The case 
of Egypt experiences direct control from the Government particularly in student numbers and 
tuition fees. This contrasts the case of the UK, where HEIs are responsive to the needs of 
students, employers and society. While academics in Egypt have rare and limited 
opportunities of movement between institutions, academics in the UK are on open contracts 
and are able to move between institutions. Most important is the core of the educational 
process, where students’ voice is important to be heard in the UK. But with the case of Egypt, 
students are weakly represented and rarely heard. Even the practices in this aspect are merely 
for routine, where the results are not taken seriously for practical implications.  
 
Having presented the perceptions of interviewees about quality in the UK and Egypt, it is 
clear that quality in the University of Exeter in the UK and in Mansoura University in Egypt 
is influenced by the national agenda of their national agencies for quality. Although this 
minimises the degree of autonomy allowed to these two universities, this influence seems to 
be rational. I argue that national governments in the UK and Egypt, agencies of quality in the 
UK and Egypt and HEIs in the UK and Egypt fulfil each other. The national governments of 
the UK and Egypt need to make sure that their money given to the University of Exeter and 
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Mansoura University has been spent on education that is value-for-money. Both of the 
University of Exeter and Mansoura University need finance, reputation, trust, and large 
sustainable student market. Agencies of quality in the UK and Egypt are there to provide the 
University of Exeter and Mansoura University with what they need subject to the level of 
their quality. Governments of the UK and Egypt need independent bodies (agencies of 
quality) to provide them with accurate reports about quality in the University of Exeter and 
Mansoura University, so these governments can decide what proportions of money each 
university of them deserves according to its achievements and according to its level of quality 
achieved. This means that governments of the UK and Egypt, the University of Exeter and 
Mansoura University and agencies of quality in the UK and Egypt are working in the cycle 
of public good. This is because governments of the UK and Egypt need to ensure that the 
University of Exeter and Mansoura University for which these two governments provide 
funding are of satisfactory quality or better, and to ensure speedy rectification of 
unsatisfactory quality. In addition, operating quality encourages improvements of quality in 
the University of Exeter and Mansoura University through the publication of quality reports 
and annual reports. I argue that quality is necessary as it operates the cycle of public good. 
The cycle of public good is large and complex and needs order and regulation, without which 
the public good cannot be coordinated or governed. Quality is there for harmonisation and 
governance of the public good. Quality is not only a means of control, direction and 
prevention but also a system for life development (see section 5.8 of chapter five). This 
concludes that quality created a shift in the relationship between HEIs, agencies of quality, 
national governments and individuals, where the judgment now is located in the hands of the 
public. 
 
Most important is that the research fieldwork respondents in the UK and Egypt broadly 
assured that there is potential for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality.  Currently, HEIs can 
seek national accreditation via national agencies of quality. To obtain the international 
accreditation, HEIs can apply for the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality dedicated specifically for this purpose in addition to systematising quality in the 
world. All research participants agreed on potential of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality, 
and that it is appropriate to achieve this through the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN organisation as multidimensional 
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international organisation for governing and operating the ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality. The research participants in the interviews asserted the rationale for selecting experts 
and academics from across the globe for managing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality based on qualitative factors including abilities and expertise and 
not via quantitative factors like representations and numbers.  
 
11.3 Findings from the Regional Operations in Quality   
 
Chapter four revealed that quality has been established in the UK as a result of research and 
studies and that quality has been established in Egypt as a result of imitation to practices from 
high ranking countries. The same gap is repeated here at the regional level. Section 5.2.1 
reveals that the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education has been 
established as a result of European Pilot Project for Evaluating Quality in Higher Education 
(1994-95) which indicated the need for sharing and developing experience in the area of 
quality assurance among the European countries. Contrasting to the case of establishing the 
European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, the establishment of the 
Arab network (ANQAHE) has been imitated (without conducting research or studies) from 
the practices of high ranking regions. This generates a conclusion that low ranking regions 
tend to prefer imitation than creation. The nature of the gap existing between the UK and 
Egypt is also existed between the European region and the Arab region. The European 
Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education is based or research and studies but 
the Arab Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education is based on imitation from 
practices existing in the high ranking regions.  
 
The low ranking world tends to import solutions to their problems from high ranking world. 
I argue that creation is better than imitation. I mean it is better to low ranking world to create 
solutions to their problems based on research and investigation. This is because practices 
operated in high ranking world are not necessarily adequate solutions to the problems of low 
ranking world. An evidence rationalising this is that although low ranking world (Egypt for 
example) imitated quality from high ranking world, quality of higher education in low 
ranking world is still low compare to quality of higher education in high ranking world, 
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although both of the two worlds operate quality. I suggest that each country, and therefore 
each region, has its own context and problems which justify the rationale of research and 
investigation in creating solutions to the existing problems. I argue that the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality can be effective in the process of creating the required solutions (see 
section 5.7 and section 5.8 of chapter five).  
 
It is clear that the literature on regional operations in quality is rare. However, I have reviewed 
the websites of these regional operations (see Appendix C). I can conclude that the 
philosophical assumptions of these regional initiatives and networks are similar to each other. 
The main common similarities are represented in that these initiatives and networks operate 
to facilitate the work on quality between the member countries in the respective region. The 
common aim is to create cooperation between the members of each network in the field of 
quality. Another similarity characterising the regional operations in quality is that none of 
these regional network performs the work of accrediting HEIs. They only organise the work 
of quality between national agencies of quality in the respective region. The regional 
networks operate as clearing houses to disseminate information on quality and report on good 
practices in the field.   
 
However, certain differences distinguish each regional network. It has been indicated that 
each network has certain number of requirements which are different from these of the other 
networks and should be achieved by its members. Each network guides and supports its 
members on how they can undertake particular responsibilities toward their regional area. 
There is a reciprocal recognition among the members of each network of any HEI 
successfully examined by certain member. However, there is no common terminology, 
standards, or practice of quality that could apply among these regional networks. I argue that 
these networks are in need to adopt agreed phenomenology, standards and practice in quality. 
In addition, there is a lack of systematisation in the work of these regional networks. There 
is no clear system meant by governing and coordinating these regional networks. These 
operations would be enhanced if there was an umbrella system to govern these regional 
networks which operated as an overall system coordinating a set of sub-systems. In this 
overall regional system (regional network), each national agency of quality can be sub-
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system. This systematic vision can combine the dispersed dimensions between the national 
countries in the respective region (see section 5.8 of chapter five and see chapter thirteen). 
 
11.4 Findings from the World Operations in Quality 
 
From this analysis it can be concluded that although geographical factors are no longer 
challenges towards international quality higher education the worldwide picture of quality 
lacks systematisation, governance and coordination. This research, therefore, seeks to make 
new intellectual contribution for creating and operating new coordinating body of the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality located, perhaps, within the United 
Nations to which the vast majority of countries are already members. Such a body could 
assist in eradicating the gaps existed between higher education in high and low ranking 
countries by enabling nations’ gifted individuals to interact with, and contribute to national 
knowledge creation without necessity of migration.  
 
Although the partnership between the UNESCO and the World Bank created the initiative of 
GIQAC which is dedicated specifically to enhance the quality of higher education in the low 
ranking countries, chapter four reveals that higher education and research in Egypt are of low 
quality. The analysis of quality in Egypt as a low ranking country ranged on a number of 
themes starting from the smallest level of analysis in the world (individual level) and ending 
with the biggest level of analysis in the world (the world level). This means that the solution 
of the UNESCO and the World Bank does not lead to enhance quality in low ranking 
countries. I argue that the main reason for this is the lack of systematisation. The initiative of 
the UNESCO and the World Bank (GIQAC) operates randomly and not systematically. This 
rationalises the potential for creating an overall international system for governing and 
systematising systematisation of quality across the globe.   
 
However, I consider that international operations in quality assisted many nations in 
establishing agencies for quality. In spite of this, low ranking countries imitated quality from 
high ranking countries and did not conduct research to identify the best mechanisms of 
quality which may be suitable to the relevant context. That is why most low ranking countries 
operate all of quality assurance, accreditation, evaluation, external review, audit and quality 
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control. However, quality of their higher education is still low. An example of this is Egypt, 
where all forms of quality are operated due to imitation from high ranking countries.  
 
Some high ranking countries started to conduct mutual recognition of qualifications and 
programmes of HEIs. This mutual recognition between high ranking countries indicates that 
quality is capable for internationalisation. However, the investigation of the research first 
phase reveals that the current picture of quality worldwide has only two levels: national and 
regional levels. These levels are represented in the national agencies and regional networks 
of quality. The international operations in quality are only initiatives and calls and that they 
lack systematisation.  
 
The mutual recognition and memoranda of understanding occur only between countries of 
similar level of quality. The vast majority of these agreements are between the high ranking 
countries, where the level of their higher education quality is high. However, through 
investigating current operations in the development of quality in Egypt, I argue that the level 
of quality of higher education in low ranking countries does not qualify them to conduct 
agreements of mutual recognition with the high ranking countries. This is because of the gap 
existed between the two levels of quality in the two different contexts. This indicates an 
international problem. 
 
The investigation of the international operations in quality reveals the lack of systematisation 
between these operations. The existence of national and regional levels of quality and the 
absence of the international level was the main question standing behind conducting this 
research. Not only the absence of the international level of quality but also the negative 
aspects (on low ranking countries) resulting from the absence of the international level of 
quality are also among the incentives and factors standing behind conducting this 
investigation. Most important is that the international operations in quality across the globe 
lack consistency, governance and systematisation. There is no coordinating systematic 
organisation dedicated to operating and systematising quality in the world. This is a global 
problem. If this problem continues to exist, the gap of quality between higher education in 
high ranking countries and low ranking countries will continue to exist, and that the lack of 
systematisation of quality in the world will continue to exist too. I argue that creating 
237 
 
international level of quality can facilitate governance and systematisation of quality across 
the globe.  
 
However, I consider that creating international level of quality requires ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality and consistency with the national and regional level of quality. For 
this reason, the international level of quality is not to be a substitutive to the national or 
regional level of quality but the international level of quality is to exist and operate in addition 
to current existing national and regional levels. Any higher education institution can seek the 
national accreditation from its national agency for quality. But if any higher education 
institution is interested in obtaining the international accreditation, it has to be via dedicated 
international organisation (a United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality) 
meant by providing the international accreditation to HEIs across the globe. Creating this 
international organisation for international quality requires systematisation. I argue that the 
biggest organisation in the world is the UN. This is because the vast majority of countries are 
members in the UN organisation. The existence of the UN rationalises and facilitates creating 
the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. I argue that the UN 
organisation can include a new system like the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality. However, investigating the character and structure of the UN 
organisation rationalises and strengthens my argument. For this reason, the next section 
addresses the character and structure of the UN organisation to investigate the potential of 
the UN to include a new organisation like the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality for providing the international accreditation to HEIs across the 
globe. 
 
11.5 Summary of Chapter Eleven 
 
This chapter is an overview to the thesis findings. The thesis now comes to its climax by 











The systematic structure of the thesis starts from the whole and moves to the part before 
returning back to the whole. The thesis starts its first phase with chapter two which 
investigated the literature review as a whole. The thesis, then, moved via this chapters six 
and seven to addresses the part through investigating, in depth and detail, current operations 
in the development of quality in the UK and Egypt. The thesis, therefore, returns back to the 





The development of quality in the UK, subsequently, witnessed a series of reform, 
enhancement and innovation covering a wide range of dimensions. These developments 
required assuring in the UK government that HEIs are maintaining adequate standards and 
that the expenditure of public funds provides value for money. Higher education funding 
councils were given a legal responsibility for implementing a programme of teaching quality 
assessment where in 1993 the Higher Education Quality Council (HEQC) was established to 
assure the quality of academic programmes. However, duplication in operations was 
perceived between the work of funding councils and HEQC. The pre-1992 universities 
represented a period of significant increase in demands to meet the requirements of external 
assessment agencies with a corresponding increase in administrative work and managerial 
direction leading to the establishment of the QAA in 1997 with a nature of consolidation, 
institutional audit and subject assessment.  
 
The operations of development of quality in the UK are founded on the notion of quality as 
value for money, expressed by the call to universities to be accountable for the money they 
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receive. Documents (DES, 1991) show that HEIs in the UK have to be efficient and effective. 
This notion, however, is not the only one present in the request to HEIs. Quality defined as 
being fit for purpose is also present in the government’s White Paper. Harvey and Green 
(1993) argue that quality assessment should be done against the distinctive mission defined 
by each institution. Brown (2004) argues that these conflicting perspectives are considered 
to be the origin of the multiple changes that lead to further and future development in quality. 
 
Quality in the UK started with the establishment of the QAA in 1997. Since then, HEIs have 
had to undertake two quality assurance techniques: assessment and quality audit. Documents 
(QAA, 2003) show that quality is carried out as two separate processes (institutional audit 
and subject review). Since 2002 these two techniques combined under the ‘institutional 
audit’. This review of the operations constitutes the centre of the externally driven quality 
assurance that universities have to undergo, based mainly on a self-assessment report which 
is then followed by a review visit. As stated in the Quality Assurance Agency Handbook for 
Institutional Audits (QAA, 2002), this process is intended to combine scrutiny of internal 
quality assurance at an institutional level with investigations of how those operations operate 
at the level of the discipline. Documents (QAA, 2006) show that institutional audits focus on 
the examination of three aspects: the effectiveness of the internal quality assurance structures 
and mechanisms; the accuracy, completeness and reliability of the information that HEIs 
publish about the quality of programmes and the standards of awards; and examples of the 
internal quality assurance processes at work at the level of the programme. I argue that these 
three aspects reveal the validity and reliability of the information generated by internal 
quality processes of HEIs. 
 
Blackmore (2004) point out that the method that includes quality processes is established as 
a result of the realisation of the massive cost of the previous arrangements to the institutions. 
This is in addition to burdens quality places on academics and HEIs as a whole. However, 
Harvey (2005) argues that these methods represent a step forward in returning some 
institutional autonomy. In spite of Blackmore’s indications, I argue that the operations of 
quality in the UK have been improved. Documents (QAA, 2006) show that the present 
arrangements of quality in the UK are rather new. They have continued to change following 
the academic review of subjects which was completed by the end of 2006, leaving 
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institutional audits as the main external evaluation tool, and replacing discipline audit trails 
with institutional audits that generate fewer burdens on academics and HEIs. 
 
The main goal of the external review/audit is to review the correct functioning of HEIs and 
then to provide feedback to HEIs regarding their internal processes of quality assurance. 
Blackmore (2004) argues that these internal processes are considered to be the core of quality 
in HEIs and they seem to be widely accepted as the main means for the assurance and 
enhancement of quality within HEIs. This is because they have prevailed over the 
modifications conducted during the last decade. Mayes (2006) notices that in the evolution 
of the external review arrangements, there has been a move from quality control (concerned 
with the inspection of outputs) towards quality assurance which focuses on auditing the 
mechanisms for the management of quality embedded in the processes. The discussion that 
sets in here is whether the arrangements of quality in the UK actually lead to improvement. 
 
Quality enhancement is an issue in the UK. The documents (QAA, 2000) of the QAA states 
that quality enhancement is not the main focus of the agency’s activities, but it is the 
responsibility of HEIs, and it should come about as a consequence of their academic 
management. However, Lomas (2003) argues that this assumption does not seem to be the 
case. Hoecht (2006) agrees with Lomas and argues that external quality assurance is mostly 
associated with accountability rather than enhancement. Harvey and Newton (2004) argue 
that the operations of quality in the UK are more concerned with the past rather than the 
future. They, therefore, perceive quality as not being able to transform teaching and learning 
practice. I agree with Harvey and Newton that quality in the UK lacks the systematic and 
future vision. Quality in the UK needs to be envisioned, and then realised and operated, as 
an overall system combining a set of sub-systems for assuring the quality of higher education. 
This means that quality in the UK requires corrective actions towards systematisation (see 
section 5.8 of chapter five and section 6.4 of chapter six).  
 
Hoecht (2006) argues that the quality of teaching in higher education is an issue. However, 
he considers that the type of quality management currently established comes with high costs 
and might not necessarily achieve real improvements in teaching and learning. The findings 
of his study report that while academic staff make great efforts to be good teachers to their 
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students, the new quality management regime at the UK universities reduces their 
professional autonomy and academic freedom. I agree with Hoecht that professional 
autonomy and academic freedom are key factors for the original career choice of academics 
to become university lecturers. However, the operations of quality require regulation and 
order. Without this systematisation, the quality of HEIs is difficult to be attained. An example 
of this is the UK context, where Underwood (2000) points out that the processes of teaching 
and learning in the British higher education sector are subject to excessive amounts of 
inspection and review. However, he argues that quality assessment is not much loved within 
a higher education sector although it is among the most scrutinised education in the world.  
 
The perceptions of academics to quality constitute an issue. In his investigation of how 
academics perceive quality in their work life, Newton (2002) argues that quality is identified 
as bureaucracy, inspection and intrusion, distracting academic staff from their teaching tasks. 
He found evidence that academics are somehow adapting the requirements according to their 
specific context. This means that while the notion of quality is common, the operations and 
procedures might differ from context to context depending on the perceptions to quality. The 
current contexts view quality as an enhancing mechanism operated for a better quality in 
HEIs. In spite of this, I argue that it is better to view quality as an overall system combining 
a set of sub-systems for assuring and accrediting the quality of HEIs.  
 
Harvey (2005) argues that the arrangements of quality still tend to promote compliance and 
conformity rather than enhancement. He moves forward suggesting where improvement lies: 
external evaluations have accountability and compliance focuses rather than the 
encouragement of continuous quality improvement of the student experience. Although I 
agree with Harvey that improvement of the student experience is a function of internal review 
and monitoring processes, I argue that quality involves conformance and enhancement (see 
section 5.2 of chapter five). If there are any faults emanated from operating quality, this does 
not mean that there is a problem in quality. Instead of this, it means that the problem is located 
in the operators and not in the system of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. There is a 
difference between the operator and the system. The system is the object which receives the 
actions but the operator is the subject who performs the actions.  As a result, the challenge 




The internal quality of HEIs raises some issues. The procedures of internal quality assurance 
in the UK are part of the requirements that HEIs have implemented as part of their 
responsibility for the quality of their programmes. These mechanisms are expected to be in 
line with the Code of Practice established by the QAA. The Code of Practice is part of the 
infrastructure devised by the QAA to guide on good practice in relation to internal 
management of quality and standards within HEIs. Documents (QAA, 2004) show that the 
code of practice is divided into sections which have been elaborated. Each section is 
organised as a list of precepts or principles that HEIs should comply with. Many of these 
sections have undergone revisions to maintain their currency. Each higher education 
institution should consider every section according to its internal procedures of quality 
assurance. However, I noticed through reviewing the documents (QAA, 2005) that each 
institution has the responsibility for setting up adequate procedures that assure the academic 
quality of their programmes according to their internal standards. Although HEIs in the UK 
might have similar internal quality assurance procedures in terms of their aims, they are set 
up differently according to their own internal organisation and structure. 
 
Most important is setting out the formal and effective procedures that HEIs should have in 
place for the approval, monitoring and review of their programmes of study. This is perceived 
as a way to ensure that standards, quality and the means for quality enhancement are designed 
in the programmes. Additionally, student feedback and representation strategies that HEIs 
should consider implementing as part of their quality assurance mechanisms are also of the 
same importance. However, the review of the documents (QAA, 2000; QAA, 2004) indicates 
that these precepts presented in the code and with which HEIs should comply are rather 
general and do not offer specific indication of certain mechanisms to be implemented. In 
addition, I noticed that they are not presented in a systematic way. I argue that adding 
systematisation to the code of practice in the UK creates a difference towards enhancement. 
However, I consider that the precepts are accompanied with explanations and guidance on 
how these principles could be attained. It is in these further descriptions where it is possible 




Further attention is given to issue of student and staff feedback and student representation. I 
noted that although this guidance might not necessarily be applied across all programmes, 
they may influence how HEIs organise their internal quality assurance arrangements as a 
whole. This guidance is important as it intends to monitor the quality of the programmes of 
study to identify strengths and weaknesses, and accordingly to put in place the necessary 
corrective actions to rectify any identified problems. Although I consider that these 
procedures are important for HEIs to assure and enhance the quality of their programmes, 
the implemented procedures lack systematisation. They tend to be a separated element in the 
current operations of quality in the UK. Because of the lack of systematisation, the 
implementation of these procedures lack interaction with the other elements characterising 
quality in the UK. Quality is a system and not only an enhancing mechanism. In this 
systematic vision, quality is bigger than the entire collection of its sub-systems because it 
combines all sub-systems plus the interaction created between the components of these sub-
systems. This consideration should be taken into account from the operators of quality in the 
UK. 
 
Reviewing the documents (QAA, 2000) shows that the QAA’s Code of Practice states that 
programmes of study should undergo a review of their effectiveness and also of their validity 
and relevance. Monitoring the effectiveness of programmes is regarded as a regular process, 
and usually undertaken by the team in charge of the course. The review of programme 
validity is periodic, with an aim of evaluating their performance at the end of each academic 
year. Among the information suggested for consideration in this monitoring process are: 
external examiners’ reports; feedback from staff and students; student progress information; 
and feedback from former students and employers. 
 
The question that arises here is whether the implementation of quality in the UK is actually 
contributing to the enhancement of HEIs. Looking at the focus on compliance that external 
scrutiny has in HEIs and the perceptions of quality operators indicates that quality remains 
an issue that every higher education institution manages differently. The context reveals no 
evidence that quality in the UK enjoys systematisation or even based on systematic vision. 
Biggs (2001) offers a suggestion for quality enhancement to be possible. He argues that HEIs 
need to remove the internal factors that discourage quality. Among these inhibiting factors, 
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Biggs highlights three common internal quality assurance procedures that may pose risks for 
enhancement. These procedures are: external examiners; validation panels; and student 
feedback questionnaires. Harvey and Newton (2004) argue that the problem with external 
examiners is that sometimes they are only focusing on assessment without providing an 
overall review of the processes that lead to assessment. With regard to validation panels, 
Biggs and Tang (2007) argue that the validation panels tend to discourage innovation as they 
are usually focused on the content of the programmes. Newton (2007) argues that student 
questionnaires are frequently measuring the teachers rather than the teaching process, and 
that students tend to penalise academics using alternative methods. Harvey (2002) gives a 
further and deeper insight by reporting on the views of quality assurance practitioners. He 
highlights two major elements influencing the procedures for quality enhancement. First, 
there is a perception from academic staff that quality assurance is an ‘event’, specifically 
oriented to comply with external requirements rather than a process. Second, despite the 
generalised view that the main benefit of the external monitoring is internal self-reflection, 
HEIs develop what can be called ‘dual self-evaluation’, where one is for external 
consumption and another for internal use, although their contents are not the same. I disagree 
with Harvey that the major elements for quality enhancement in the UK are the academic 
perception and the dual self-evaluation. I argue that both of internal and external evaluations 
are sub-systems and part of the larger system of quality. The problems of quality 
enhancement in the UK are implied in the operators and not in quality. To date, the operators 
of quality in the UK do not realise that quality is an overall system combining a set of sub-
systems like internal and external evaluation. In addition, quality assurance in the UK is 
highly dispersed and lacks systematisation. Quality assurance is an overall system that is 
bigger than the entire collection of its sub-system. This is because it combines all sub-systems 
plus creating the interaction between its sub-systems. Quality in the different sectors across 
the UK needs an umbrella system to combine them together in a systematic way. Perhaps a 
national system for quality can be the solution. In this overall national system, there can be 
quality in education; quality in health; quality in industry; quality in agriculture; quality in 
commerce; and quality in other sectors across the country are to be sub-systems of the 




This tension between compliance and enhancement appears to be the main issue regarding 
the effectiveness of quality assurance procedures within HEIs in the UK. It is surprising to 
discover a lack of systematic approaches to address this tension in the literature reviewed. 
The framework developed by Barnett (1994) constitutes the main theoretical work on the 
implementation of quality assurance procedures. This framework introduces interesting 
analysis that represents a valuable contribution to this discussion. Barnett analyses the 
relation between compliance and enhancement in terms of the main driving forces of the 
quality assurance procedures in place in HEIs, namely the state and academe. The main point 
for analysing quality assurance operations is the issue of control. Quality operations are under 
the control of the state (as an external party to the university) and not owned by the academic 
community (see section 6.3 of chapter six and see section 7.3 of chapter seven).  
 
The operation of quality in the UK is another issue regardless who coordinates quality.  The 
current form and character of the operations of quality in the UK tend to be bureaucratic, 
superficial and focused on dispersed indicators in addition to the lack of systematisation and 
future vision. However, I consider that quality in the UK is driven by institutional managers 
and an external agency based on professional values and reflection-oriented approach to 
promote improvements. To identify the character of the process of quality in the UK, the 
question to ask is: who would be the subject (operator) in quality?  
 
The state of the UK placed quality in the hands of the administrative staff and not in the hands 
of the academic staff. I recognise the tension in this division as the assumptions that state-
owned evaluations tend to be bureaucratic in character and those under the control of the 
academic community who are more professionally driven are not always true in practice. I 
argue that it is better for the system of quality in the UK to be harmonised by the academic 
community. Instead of the bureaucratic procedures, quality may be inconvenience without 
any beneficial effect on the teaching and learning, research and community outreach and 
knowledge transfers, which are functioned by academics within HEIs. The academic 
community, therefore, is in the best position to govern and operate quality in the UK. The 
harmonisation of administrative staff to quality focuses on control rather than process. This 
appears academics as the object who receives the actions instead of being the subject who 
performs the actions. Since academics are the subject in HEIs, they should also be the subject 
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in the operations of quality. This subject (academics) should be the party who maintains the 
governance of quality. This means that the subject in higher education should be the subject 
in its quality. The current state of quality in the UK indicates that the subject in higher 
education is the object in quality. I argue that the subject in higher education should be the 
subject in quality. Whether the choice of the UK to enable academics to operate quality or to 
let administrative staff to continue to operate quality, it is time to envision and harmonise 
quality in a systematic way. This is what I call ‘Systematic’ understanding of Quality. 
 
An important issue of quality in the UK is politicisation (see section 5.7 and section 5.8 of 
chapter five). Bradney (2001) argues that quality in the UK is linked to the political agenda. 
I agree with Bradney that quality is not only concerned with improving the quality of teaching 
within HEIs but also focus on introducing a particular kind of education linked to the political 
agenda of national governments. However, I consider that this link might differ from country 
to country depending on the nature of the political regime whether it is democratic or 
totalitarian. Hodson and Thaomas (2003) point out the reasons for this. They explain that 
national priorities, ambitions and needs require the balance between institutional autonomy 
and public accountability moving towards mass higher education of wider student access for 
advancing performance indicators and graduate employability. I argue that politicising 
quality should be placed firmly on the political agenda of every country.  
 
Although high ranking countries share common features and operations, I argue that HEIs in 
the UK are unlike the majority of HEIs in other European countries or in the USA. Literature 
(Brown, 2000; Floud, 2005) shows that HEIs in the UK are all formally institutions 
established as charities serving a public benefit. The issue of funding in the UK is more 
devolved. Documents (RCUK, 2011) indicate that Research Councils distribute public funds 
for research to HEIs to support research projects which are funded by the government. 
Reviewing these documents reveals that HEIs in the UK are given block grants for both 
teaching and research. Funding for teaching is student and subject based but funding for 
research is quality-driven. The quality of teaching is assessed by the QAA but the quality of 
research is assessed by the Research Excellence Framework. All HEIs are autonomous to 
spend the grant according to their priorities. This means that each higher education institution 
has its own financial mechanisms. Documents (HEFCE, 2008) show that the laws and 
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regulations in the UK allow HEIs to diversify their sources of funding through different 
public and private activities. Harris (2011) argues that this freedom created strong 
competition between HEIs as they are allowed to charge students tuition fees up to certain 
cap decided by the government.  
 
Most important is that the operations of the UK are equitable and fair in spite of the high 
tuition fees HEIs charge students. Cheung (2003) points out this equity by explaining that 
students are given loans for tuition fees and living expenses and these are repayable by 
graduates through the tax system once their income reaches a threshold of £15,000 per 
annum. In addition, specific means is dedicated to students from poor families who 
sometimes exempted from tuition fees and entitled to means-tested grants. In addition, HEIs 
have bursary schemes and other financial measures such as need-based fellowships. This 
issue indicates that the UK context has varied developed mechanisms for funding (which is 
essential requirement for operating quality) ranging between block grants, performance-
based funding, competitive funding, tuition fees and income contingent loans.  
 
Weiner (1998) argues that higher education in the UK is getting better with a focus on 
internationalisation. Cowan et al. (2004) agree with Weiner and point out that main 
characteristics distinguishing higher education in the UK. They argue that higher education 
in the UK is characterised by: a shift from elite to mass higher education; reduction of 
financial resources; concern to maintain quality and relevance; concerns about graduate 
employment; and growing internationalisation of higher education teaching, training and 
research. As a member country of the European region, higher education is working now to 
meet the requirements of the European Higher Education Area. This is the main core of 
Bologna Process. Gvaramadze (2008) states that the European Higher Education Area aims 
at creating regional recognition of qualifications, degrees and programmes across Europe.  
 
Chapman and Greenaway (2006) argue that higher education in the UK is linked with 
industry. Court (2004) agrees with them that this link is of vital importance. Whitley (2003) 
argues that these links provide the environment for innovation and technology transfer and 
are crucial for sustaining competitiveness, reinventing organisations, creating new 
businesses, fighting unemployment, and accelerating development programmes. However, 
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literature (Squires, 1992; Law, 1997; Grady and Pratt, 2000; Watson, 2002a; Watson, 2002b; 
Grendler, 2004; Salerno, 2004) shows that recently the UK realised its deficiencies in areas 
of education and technology. Major efforts are being made to enhance the country’s 
international competitiveness. The most recent proposal is for the establishment of a 
‘University for Industry’. The government has put in place a wide variety of programmes to 
support science, engineering and technology to enhance its competitiveness at home and 
abroad, and to enhance technology transfer between higher education and industry. 
 
However, West (2006) argues that higher education in the UK faces significant changes and 
major challenges. He adds that quality of the curriculum became not only a matter of 
individual endeavour but also institutional priority and concern in meeting the governmental 
pressures in a competitive environment. This requires a continuous process of sustainable 
and professional development. Turner (2004) argues that HEIs need to support creation and 
enable innovation. He explains this by creating strong and explicit links between the declared 
strategic plans of institution development, curriculum development and professional 
development. Greenaway and Haynes (2003) explain the targeted development required from 
HEIs. They argue that the development of higher education can come through: committing 
the institution itself to a developmental goal; directing and operating curriculum development 
to the effectiveness of the tutors on how their practice respond to the intended development; 




Quality in Egypt faces multiple challenges. It deals with HEIs of severe pressures on funding. 
Demographic pressures and expansion are among the concerns about equal opportunities. 
Because quality in Egypt is still under development, the main issues it faces emanates from 
the issues of higher education such as problems of administrative inflexibility.  
 
Documents (EUN, 2011; EUP, 2011) show that higher education in Egypt is comprised of a 
wide range of HEIs including: 21 public universities; 17 private universities; 8 Technical 
Colleges; and 5 higher technical institutes; 96 private higher institutions; and international 
universities comprising the American University in Cairo established in 1919, the French 
University in Egypt established in 2002, the German University in Cairo established in 2003, 
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and the British University in Egypt established in 2005. Additional specialised institutions 
include the Arab Academy for Science and Technology and Maritime Transport established 
in 1972 and Egyptian E-Learning University established in 2008. 
 
Although the Government of Egypt invests in higher education, literature (El-Feky, 2006; 
Kandeel et al. 2006; Fahim and Sami, 2009; OECD, 2010; Fahim and Sami, 2011) shows 
that public higher education spending is still low. Spending on higher education remains low 
compared to other lower middle income and OECD countries, which is detrimental to the 
quality of provision. I argue that the expenditure per student is low because of the high 
enrolment levels in HEIs in Egypt. This means that funding HEIs in Egypt might be 
inadequate to provide teaching and conduct research of high quality. 
 
Another issue facing quality is the constitution of Egypt. The constitution limits the options 
available to HEIs for increasing sources of funding. Reports (The World Bank, 2007) show 
the constitution stresses that higher education should be provided at no direct cost to students. 
This means that any additional costs are unconstitutional and a violation of citizens’ rights. 
However, there is a current (2012) re-establishment of the Egyptian constitution. Perhaps the 
change in the constitution happens currently in Egypt may overcome this issue. 
 
Funding is a crucial issue facing quality in Egypt. Reports (The World Bank, 2009) show 
that Egypt’s policy of funding depends on line-item based funding where the budget is spent 
according to pre-determined categories. I argue that creating new systems of funding might 
be the solution to address this issue. New system of funding can include cost-sharing funding 
and competitive funding (see section 5.8 of chapter five).  
 
Holm-Neilsen (2001) argues that competitive funding creates competitive environment. He 
adds that it prepares academic staff to seek high levels of professional development. I argue 
that sources of funding should be varied and diverse. However, funding in Egypt is mainly, 
and perhaps only, governmental. Said (2008) argues that funding in Egypt is centralised with 
no funding formula for teaching or research. He adds that HEIs cannot negotiate their 
allocated annual funding. Fahim and Sami (2009) agree with Said’s findings by reporting 
that funding is done directly through the Ministry of Higher Education in conjunction with 
250 
 
the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Planning. Fahim and Sami add that these three 
bodies decide the budgets every year for each higher education institution. Their 2011 study 
(Fahim and Sami, 2011) concludes that the financial allocations to HEIs are often based on 
the previous year’s allocation with small changes. Although the sector’s budget is around 8.5 
billion Egyptian pounds, more than 70% of the budget goes to wages. This means that only 
30% of the budget is allocated for education costs, which weakens the efficiency of education 
and, therefore, its quality. 
 
Demographic change is also an issue which adds more pressure on the quality of higher 
education in Egypt. Fahim and Sami (2011) point out that the number of students entering 
higher education grew with over 1.3 million students. The higher education student numbers 
are expected to continue to increase with the increase in population. Reports (OECD, 2010) 
expect a continuous increasing in demand for higher education to reach 35% by 2021. This 
means that additional students will need to be accommodated within HEIs. This indicates 
that Egypt faces a dilemma between the desire to expand the higher education while, at the 
same time, facing the problem of funding and its consequent threat to the level of quality. 
Reports (World Bank, 2008) suggest that the Egyptian Government is in need for sustainable 
diversified resources to finance expansion and improvement in a sustainable manner without 
compromising quality. This is because quality requires finance.  
 
Equal opportunities represent an issue facing quality in Egypt. Reports (TEMPUS, 2010) 
show that the increase in private higher education enrolment and the growing segmentation 
within public HEIs between students who study free-of-charge and those who pay fees in 
various forms produce serious social disparities related to access to higher education. This 
issue has negative effects when students become graduates. The labour market would prefer 
the graduates of high quality institutions. Since private higher education has diversified 
resources of funding (particularly tuition fees) and enjoys high level of quality, graduates of 
private higher education have wider opportunities in the labour market than graduates of 
public higher education (of low quality). Despite progress towards equal opportunities, 
gender and background inequities still require further efforts. However, I consider that the 
government follows regulations to attain equal opportunities. Regulations (Universities 
Regulatory Act, 2009) of higher education show that students are given aid through financial 
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incentives based on academic merit. Students are offered university catering accommodation 
for nominal fees. However, these regulations do not distinguish between the poor and rich 
students as both of them equally benefit from the facilities provided. Creating what I called 
‘positive discrimination’ (see section 5.3 and section 5.4 of chapter five) can improve the life 
of poor students more as the rich have already their own resources.  
 
Access to higher education and equal opportunities represent two main issues facing quality 
in Egypt. I argue that free access does not necessarily lead to equal educational opportunities. 
Fahim and Sami (2011) found that public spending on higher education favours the rich. Said 
(2008) agree with Kandeel et al. (2006) that the poor have less access to higher education 
than the rich. They explain that this is because enrolment to HEIs is constrained by restrictive 
grade requirements. Students from rich families have a better chance to attain because they 
are able to afford better quality secondary education and private tutoring which significantly 
improves the chances of these rich students receiving high marks on the General Secondary 
Exam. These findings are confirmed by the reports of the World Bank (2007) which conclude 
that the opportunities of poor students are low to continue to upgrade to the higher education 
levels. The report states that while children from the poorest population quintile represent 
25% of primary school students, they represent only 14% of secondary school students and 
represent only 4% of higher education students. 
 
The nature of laws and regulations in Egypt deepens the issue of bureaucracy. Quality is 
subject to these laws and regulations and therefore bureaucracy. Reports (OECD, 2010) 
indicate that bureaucracy creates inflexibility and inefficiency in responding to the dynamics 
quality requires. In addition, the nature of the labour market is changeable and requires 
flexible regulations. What deepens this issue is that HEIs receive their funding in the form of 
line-item budget. Said (2008) argues that this mechanism has negative impact on the 
autonomy and efficiency of HEIs in Egypt. I agree with Said and, therefore, I argue that the 
Government of Egypt has to find creative solution to this issue and not to imitate solutions 
from the operations of the high ranking countries. An example of the need to change the laws 
and regulations is the way the government funds HEIs. In contrast to the UK which depends 
on varied sources like block grants and tuition fees, funding HEIs in Egypt is done through 
line item which many studies and reports (Said, 2001, Fahim and Sami, 2009; OECD, 2010) 
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have recommended replacing this mechanism with block grant type to allow universities 
more autonomy and flexibility. Some of the solutions I offered are located in section 11.2 of 
chapter eleven and in chapter twelve. 
 
The laws and regulations (URA, 2009) do not allow HEIs to seek cost-sharing sources like 
charging students tuition fees. This is because the Egyptian Constitution states that higher 
education is free. I argue that HEIs in Egypt are in need to create new ways through which 
they can collect further funding. However, I consider that these ways should be consistent 
with the laws and regulations. The national government should allow HEIs to generate funds 
through diversified sources. Some of these include: raising the nominal fees for all students 
as a registration fee;  establishing foreign language programs, where interested students pay 
for specific types of education; creating cooperation with the wider community like industry 
for the provision of continuing education to industrial employees; collecting fees for the 
services the HEIs provide like student accommodation; diversifying the educational 
products; charging tuition fees for academic programs of high quality; collecting fees for 
necessary equipment like printing, photocopying and books; raising the tuition fees of open 
learning; and accepting private donations. 
 
In spite of the multiple issues, notably issues of funding, quality, governance, laws and 
regulations which are reinforced by issues of massive numbers of students and demographic 
pressures for expansion, I consider that the subsequent Governments of Egypt engaged with 
strategies and reforms aimed at enhancing quality. The main issue is the nature of the solution 
the Egyptian Governments adopts. The solutions of the Egyptian Government are imitated 
and imported from the practices and operations in the high ranking countries. The solutions 
should be based on investigation, research and studies. The Egyptian Government needs to 
realise that each country has its own features, issues and operations. What is successful in a 
high ranking country might not suitable to be operated in another country. This is because 
the contexts and the reasons of problems and issues are different. I argue that the Egyptian 
Government has to depend on conducting investigation, studies and research in dealing with 




Given the rationale for creation instead of imitation, I argue that systems analysis and design 
methodology might be helpful to be adopted in such studies if policy makers want to find 
solutions to the national issues. This is because imitation through investigating the wider 
international experience of reform shows its failure. Every country has its own policy 
approach in research and study for finding solutions to their specific issues. Raffe (2011) 
agrees with me by explaining that the policy approach searches the for context implications 
and not for transferable experience. He argues that the findings resulted from using policy 
approach is not suitable to be generalised. Pierson (2000) and Middleton (2000) indicate the 
reasons for this by stating that policy is meant by the country’s own context illuminating its 
strengths, weaknesses, identifying trends and pressures that affect the national policy, 
identifying alternative policy options, testing feasibility, understanding processes and 
dynamics of change, anticipating possible options, and tailoring those policy options to suit 
national aims, needs and circumstances. I mean the Egyptian Government needs to adopt 
research-based solutions and not imitation-based solutions. 
 
Kenawy et al. (2006) point out that higher education in Egypt grew noticeably through the 
decade of 1970s until 1980s. Fahim and Sami (2009) found that admissions to universities 
were curtailed followed by the creation of alternatives in post-secondary technical training 
as a response to the continued demand for higher education due to an expansion in 
population. This was preceded by reform efforts aimed at improving methods of enrolments, 
improving quality of programmes, and promoting responsible fiscal management (Shann, 
1992). Quality in higher education is held in high importance and particular priorities in 
Egypt have included preparing graduates to the work force. Holmes (2008) argues that this 
development is expected to create more competitive admissions processes and devoting more 
resources towards higher education with particular emphasis on workforce development and 
socialisations related to economic development. Due to the current increase in population 
Egypt witnesses, Mostafa (2006) points out that higher education has seen a massive 
development over the last thirty years.  The Egyptian Government is undertaking current 
operations in the development of the higher education and its associated structures. The 
culmination of this development characterising higher education is quality. I argue that 
operating quality can assist the government to overcome challenges. However, my 
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consideration is that the Government of Egypt operated quality by imitating it from the high 
ranking countries and not as a result of investigation, studies and research.  
 
This interprets why Egypt operates accreditation, quality assurance, evaluation, assessment 
and external review. The Ministry of Higher Education in Egypt imitated the different forms 
of quality operated in the high ranking countries. In spite of this, Literature (Shann, 1992; 
Holms, 2008; Fahim, 2011) shows that higher education is still suffering from problems like 
lack of facilities, low quality of teaching and research, insufficient funding, mass numbers of 
students, bureaucracy, governmental control, absence of autonomy, lack of accountability 
and efficiency, out date curriculum, and old teaching subjects. 
 
Richards (1992) argues that policy makers of higher education in Egypt have inherited a 
difficult historical legacy. He adds that the mass numbers of university students have long 
outstripped quality. Yet, because of the imperatives of structural adjustment, Khalaf and Said 
(2003) argue that government spending must fall. They add that funds need to be reallocated 
within the educational sector. Throughout the 1970s, Shann (1992) points out that the 
problems facing higher education were recognized. However, he adds that nothing of 
developmental engagement happened although there were governmental promises to 
organise enrolments and to adopt other reforms for development. Only in 2000 policy makers 
finally responded to the increasingly severe crisis in higher educational through conducting 
a conference for higher education reform strategy. The key problem then was the quality of 
higher education.  
 
The Government of Egypt committed a mistake by thinking that the solutions of reforming 
higher education in the high ranking countries can be implemented in reforming higher 
education in Egypt. Without studies or conducting research, the Government represented in 
the Ministry of Higher Education imitated quality from the high ranking countries and started 
to operate it in Egypt. They did not realise the differences even between the high ranking 
countries in their operations to quality. For example, the UK operates quality assurance but 
the USA operates accreditation while Australia operates evaluation. The reason why these 
high ranking countries differ in their operations to quality is that they conducted research and 




My experience in Egypt leads me to argue that students of higher education tend to equate 
‘learning’ with ‘memorizing’. This leads to produce ill- equipped graduates who increase the 
numbers of unemployment. Instead of memorising, skills of problem-solving and analysis, 
creative thinking and innovation are needed in the labour market of the modern world. Higher 
education in Egypt must proceed in a development to increase people’s ability to respond 
quickly and effectively to the changing technological and market opportunities. This requires 
promoting interdisciplinary programs with curriculum and teaching subjects that stress 
problem-solving and applied work.  
 
In theory, literature (Egypt, 2007d; Helal, 2008; LaRocque 2008; The World Bank, 2009; 
OECD, 2010) indicates that higher education in Egypt is directed to serve the national 
requirements, ambitions and aims. It is directed to address different dimensions ranging from 
the basic needs of citizens to human and national development. Egypt’s Prime Minister 
(Nazif, 2006) points out that the reform of higher education is meant to achieve two broad 
objectives: availability and quality. However and in practice, reports and studies (Egypt, 
2000; Galal, 2002) indicate that the higher education is not providing markets with the quality 
of educated individuals most in demand. Although Egypt has made substantial progress with 
respect to access to higher education, the reform conducted is mainly quantitative and not 
qualitative. Access to a high quality higher education is a fundamental human right and is 
instrumental in fighting poverty, eliminating gender inequality as well as introducing 
democracy. Enhancing higher education is also the best tool to fight ignorance, dispel hatred, 
and face terrorism. I argue that higher education development is the cornerstone in the 
process of driving the national economy forward.  
 
Literature (Rosenau, 1998; White, 2002; Lebovic, 2004; United Nations, 2009) recommends 
the need for adaptation of the UN to world signified with different features and dimensions. 
The issue of amendments is of vital importance to keep the UN organisation dynamic to cope 
with change and challenges. The current existed or future expected global challenges may be 
pressing in certain circumstances requiring global actions and collective co-operation. 
Rosenau (1998) argues that there is need for amendments to the UN organisation to be able 
to deal with a turbulent world signified with different features and dimensions. He identifies 
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that the UN should engage in new operations of globalising economies. However, Suter 
(1998) argues that reforming the UN and creating a new document aimed at amending the 
UN Charter is not really the central issue. He adds that any amendments might be time-
consuming and of ultimate little value since the UN’s problems are partly due to 
unwillingness of many governments to honour their commitments under the new 
reformation. I argue that any micro or macro amendments to the UN organisation must be 
based on the acceptance of the UN character, structure and Charter.  
 
However, I consider that the constitutive instrument of the UN provides organic framework 
that governs the orderly deployment of its activities allowing enough latitude for 
development and change. In spite of this, I see that a constitutive instrument may become 
strait-jacket hampering further progress and development or may create difficulties (due to 
the lack of co-operation, communication and understanding) making it impossible to consider 
and take into accounts the unforeseen visions or future pictures. Within both cases, 
transformations and amendments for adaptation with new and emerging issues facing the 
constitutive instrument are to be felt, desired and operated. Important to this change is the 
role of the UN and UNESCO in systematising systematisation of quality. This requires 
reforming the operations of the UN and UNESCO (particularly the UN Charter) to assist in 
this matter.   
 
Reviewing the website (www.un.org) of the UN reveals that any amendments to the Charter 
shall come into force for all UN state members when they have been adopted by a vote of 
two thirds of the members of the General Assembly, and ratified in accordance with their 
respective constitutional processes by two thirds of state members. Documents (United 
Nations, 2009) show that the UN Charter provides two distinct types of constitutional 
amendment. The first type is known as ordinary amendment aimed at change and requires no 
dedicated administrative arrangements. The second type is extraordinary amendment aimed 
at large scale project connected with a revision of the Charter and requires a dedicated 
preparation like a conference of the UN member states especially convened for this purpose. 
I argue that the difference between the two types of amendments is limited and connected to 
the difference between their initial stages, whereas the material prerequisites and legal effects 
are basically the same. This is because within both types, quantitative or political factors 
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involved may affect in determining on the choice of either of them. Ingelheim and Bonn 
(1994) argue that proceedings of amendments in the UN are carried out via two phases 
requiring ratifications by the UN member states. The first phase is signified with the adoption 
of a decision on an amendment by the General Assembly, or by review conference. The 
second phase consists of the individual ratifications of the proposal for amendment by 
sufficient number of the member states and extends over longer period of time. However, 
Leimen (1994) argues that the enumeration of the principal organs is exhaustive in that 
establishing any additional principal organs requires an amendment to the Charter. Likewise, 
as they have been created by the charter itself, any change or/and abolishment in composition, 
functions or powers of any principal organs requires amendment to the Charter. I agree with 
Leimen because of the case of the two amendments of August 31, 1965 and September 24, 
1973 aimed at enlarging the membership of the Security Council and the Economic and 
Social Council.  
 
Most important is the issue of the UN structure to include a new organisation for 
systematising the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. The UN structure consists of six 
main organs and many subsidiary specialised committees, agencies and organisations 
operating around the main organs. Since the very beginning, as Sohn (1956) points out, both 
of main and subsidiary organs are to create and operate the determination of the UN 
organisation. He argues that this fact establishes the conditions under which justice and 
respect for the obligations arising from treaties can be maintained and to assert the power of 
the UN actions and decisions. Two types of organs distinguish the UN structure. The first 
type is the principal organs established by the Charter itself and their respective functions 
and powers are determined by the relevant articles of the Charter. The second type is the 
subsidiary organs established by particular organisational act of a competent organ of the 
UN. However, documents (United Nations, 2009) show that the only subsidiary organ 
established by the Charter itself is the Military Staff Committee which advises and assists the 
Security Council. Leimen (1994) points out that the general rule is that the enumeration of 
the principal organs entitles them with equal status in their capacity and does not place them 
in a hierarchical order. He adds that each of them has and acts according to its own domain 
of competence. However, reviewing documents (United Nations, 2002a) reveals that one or 
some of principal organs might be allowed (in certain circumstances) by the Charter to 
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control the activities of other principal organs. This is interpreted by the position of the 
General Assembly and the Economic and Social Council and the Trusteeship Council, where 
the Charter places the activities of the two councils under the authority and review of the 
General Assembly. This means that creating a new organisation in the UN for systematising 
systematisation of quality requires reform to the UN structure. I argue that this would activate 
the UN operations in dealing with the international affairs. 
 
It is now the opportunity of the UN organisation to be at the centre of the international efforts 
and relations to deal with the unresolved problems of the past decades as well as present and 
future challenges. A new era has brought new credibility to the UN rising expectations which 
require taking larger responsibilities and greater roles. A former UN Secretary-General 
(Boutros-Ghali, 1992) argues that both of the international society and the UN need to 
expand, adapt and reinvigorate the work of the UN organisation to address global issues 
signified with greater frequency and growing emergency. In light of global circumstances, it 
would be wiser to improve the structure of the UN for the benefits of future generations. 
However, I argue that moving forward for reforming the UN must take into account the 
different political and ideological stances of member states and interest groups. I agree with 
Kennedy and Russett (1995) that any reform requires from the governments of member states 
to be ready to compromise on changes in the UN structure.  
 
Budget and finance represent crucial issue in the UN generally and to fund the operations of 
systematising the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Documents (United Nations, 2009) 
show that the task to find an equitable and adequate financing formula and to prepare scale 
of budgetary assessments is of high priority guided by the General Assembly and carried on 
by members of the Secretariat under the direction of the Secretary-General. According to 
these documents, budget procedures of the UN organisation are divided into main categories 
which include: regular budget; specialised agencies; voluntary programmes related to 
economic development; and peacekeeping operations. An interesting notice regarding the 
budget of the UN is that although member states of the low ranking world pay the least, they 
have the voting power to determine how much should be spent, for what and why it should 
be. Although the high ranking countries pay the highest, they can be outvoted by the huge 
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low ranking world majority, as every member state has only one vote in the General 
Assembly regardless of its contribution to the budget of the UN.  
 
It is the nations’ responsibility to make their UN organisation more linear, effective and 
responsive to their wishes and needs. This means that nations should share hands together 
for better and stronger finance of the UN organisation. I argue that the UN and the operations 
of systematising the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality are the best investment that the 
world can make. This is because the finance goes for global good like providing highly 
international quality higher education for all, stopping fatal diseases, feeding the poor, 
helping refugees and fighting global crime and the spread of nuclear weapons. 
 
I argue that problems related to financing the UN may be due to some member states’ non-
payment, late payment, withholding payment or/and other reasons. For waving this problem 
and in addition to member states’ payments and contributions to the budget of the UN, it 
would be helpful to seek creating new resources which may include: private contributions in 
the form of individual gifts; inheritances and foundation grants encouraged by joint policy of 
making such contributions deductible from national taxes; charges levied by the UN agencies 
for services performed; tolls charged for various kinds of transportation and communications; 
fees for international travel imposed via levies on passports, visas, international trading 
currency and/or national customs duties; taxes levied on member states collected by their 
governments based on the ability to pay and judged by national income; taxes levied directly 
on individuals through the co-operation of member states based on income; charters sold to 
governmental or non-governmental companies authorising them to use the operation of the 
outer space aimed at producing revenues via satellites and meteorological systems for future 
development on the moon and the planets, and to exploit the resources of international water; 
and any other resources that might be seen adequate.  
    
The issue of achievements and shortcomings of the UN organisation is worth noting. Via 
investigating its character and structure, I argue that achievements of the UN organisation 
are too numerous to be counted. Some of these are: the ability to join hands of its member 
states together over more than sixty year where all countries across the globe come together 
to share views, ideas and visions seeking the general good of humanity towards better life. 
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Across its history and until now, the UN assisted and still assist (across the globe to great 
extent) in: decreasing colonisation; eliminating infringements against human rights, race, 
sex, religion, culture, and background; eradicating poverty and hunger; defeating fatal 
diseases; promoting democracy; maintaining peace and security; and envisioning 
perspectives (via programmes dedicated specifically for development) for global future 
development creation operations. These and other arguments by Templeton (1998) and 
Albright (2003) state that among the achievements of the UN are: longevity; universality; 
human rights; and decolonisation. However, I consider that there are still certain 
shortcomings related to some issues like: enhancement of international peace and security; 
arms control and nuclear disarmament; the reputation of bureaucracy and bankruptcy; and 
the need for constitutional reforms.      
 
For the issue of enhancing the UN generally and to include new body like the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality particularly, Urquhart (1996) argues that 
reforming the UN does not lack proposals of new visions but the problem is the need to create 
harmonisation between them. I agree with Urquhart because reform means different meaning 
to different sectors. For example, for some, reform means to pay members’ arrears due to the 
UN, while it means for others a redress of the imbalance between north and south particularly 
in the Security Council. However, I agree with Helms (1996) who argues that transforming 
the UN organisation may represent obvious threat to national interests of certain countries. 
He adds that the UN needs stark reassessment of its mission and its mandate. I argue that this 
might be through the help of the Secretary-General via creating bold plan to cut back the 
outgrown bureaucracy and coordinating costs that are spiralling and then, muster the political 
will and leadership to implement transforming the UN from being a quasi-sovereign entity 
in itself to be an institution of sovereign nations.  
 
I consider that any micro or macro amendments to the UN organisation must be based on the 
acceptance of the UN character and structure. That is why I investigate the character and 
structure of the UN organisation to state the potential of the UN organisation to include new 
body like the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for systematising 
the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality across the globe. I argue that the UN organisation 
represents the world peoples’ shared hope. To live with dignity, to live in peace and to live 
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free from hunger and oppression is the UN hope. All over the past years, the member 
countries of the UN have made much progress in turning this universal hope into universal 
right for every man, woman and child. This makes the UN adequate to assist in systematising 
the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality by including new body like the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. Due to its unique international character and 
structure, and the powers vested in its founding Charter, the UN can take action on wide 
range of issues, and provide a forum for its 192 member states to systematise the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. This makes the work of the UN reaches every corner of the globe. 
Although best known for peacekeeping, peace-building, conflict prevention and 
humanitarian assistance, there are many other ways like systematising systematisation of 
quality through which the UN would affect our lives and make the world a better place.  
 
12.3 Summary of Chapter Twelve 
 
This chapter discussed the research findings. The research reaches the conclusion that there 
is readiness to create new organisation meant by systematising the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality within the United Nations. This organisation called the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. The thesis now is ready to move to the 













Phase Two – Systems Design 
 
Chapter Thirteen 
Systematisation of International Quality and Accreditation of  




The main tasks of the research first phase was to investigate current operations in 
development of quality across national, regional and world boundaries. This chapter 
constitutes the research second phase of systems design. The chapter explores the potential 
state of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in a global context. The main tasks of this 
chapter are to: discuss the feasibility of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality; and theorise establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality for the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. An explicit analysis follows.  
 
13.2 Systematisation of Quality  
 
Transformation from national and regional quality to systematisation of quality operated via 
the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is initiative created and 
imposed by investigating national, regional and international orientations, experiences and 
organisations. This might create positive impacts upon the daily life of citizens and upon 
social, economic, cultural, political and environmental contexts across the globe. This section 





At the turn of the millennium, current international pressures of business and labour market 
created the potential for a highly international quality higher education. However, until now 
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there is no global system meant by creating this balance. Such pressures lead governmental 
and non-governmental organisations across the globe to pay more attention to be more 
accountable about the potential for systematisation of quality. The need to compromise 
between the lack of finance and infrastructure resources and the need to obtain the 
international recognition and to face strong competitions across the globe created this 
potential. Adopting the international dimension in higher education’s functions while taking 
into account national cultures, values and circumstances is a current potential of national 
policies. However, quality has not been politicised yet (see section 5.6 of chapter five). In 
spite of this, the research investigation reveals a potential to create compatibilities and 
balances between national development ambitions and global orders. This international 
potential has now been confirmed UNESCO, the World Bank, OECD, IAU, INQAAHE, 
GIQAC, and GUNI. 
 
 
13.2.2 The UN and UNESCO 
 
The existence of the UN and UNESCO assists in creating systematisation of quality. The 
initiative of systematisation of quality is linked to the operations of the UN and UNESCO. 
This is because the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can apply the 
policy and practice of systematisation of quality to assist in addressing and achieving UN’s 
projects, programmes, and aims. An example is the United Nations Millennium Declaration 
(United Nations, 1995; 2000) committing nations to a new global partnership to reduce 
poverty, improve health, and promote peace, human rights, gender equality, and 
environmental sustainability. Another example is the project of the United Nations 
Millennium Development Goals (UNMDGs) as part of the international development agenda 
of the UN for addressing extreme poverty (United Nations Millennium Project, 2005). This 
project addresses many dimensions including: poverty; hunger; disease; lack of adequate 
shelter and exclusion, while promoting gender equality, education, and environmental 
sustainability. 
 
However, addressing and creating the missing international level of quality requires from 
countries to approve this initiative and accept operating its policy. This means that this policy 
should be acceptable from the different countries. I argue that the United Nations 
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Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be acceptable from countries. This is 
because it does not infringe their economic, culture, civilisation or religion. However, I 
consider that for transferring this initiative from theorisation into actualisation, there is a 
potential for the UN organisation to accept including the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality. This is because while this research investigates, assesses and 
theorises, the actual construction and establishment of a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality is the responsibility of the UN.  
Systematisation of quality goes in parallel with the nature of the work of the UN and 
UNESCO. Operating this potential can assist the UN and UNESCO in addressing and 
achieving the UNMDGs and other global priorities for global future development creation 
operation. It can also assist in creating global security and advancing means to productive 
life. This is because the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be 
a multidimensional international system. To exemplify this Tsuzuki (2009) explains that 
pollutants discharges reduction should be targeted to improve the ambient water quality 
especially after the achievement of the UNMDGs. This is because the sanitation goal in the 
UNMDGs targets mainly infectious diseases, hygiene health and lifestyle improvement, and 
several kinds of domestic wastewater treatment methods in the world. Guiding HEIs 
worldwide to proceed to address such international issues creates potential for 
internationalisation. However, systematisation requires establishing the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality to govern, harmonise and coordinate 
systematisation of quality.  
 
13.2.3 Global Economy 
 
Epstein (2007) argues that participation in the global knowledge economy has become 
increasingly important policy imperative in high ranking and low ranking countries. Kim et 
al. (2008) agrees with Epstein and argues that the current picture of the global economy is 
affected by the global policy. However, they consider that this picture depends on the 
political context surrounding certain economic context. Investigating the character and 
structure of the UN leads me to argue that the current global picture creates the ampleness 
and potential for systematisation of quality. However, certain challenges emerge surrounding 
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this global picture. Verger (2007) points out that with the GATS and World Trade 
Organisation (WTO), the future of higher education is as yet not completely known. He states 
the reasons standing behind this. He clarifies that the correlation of forces between critics of 
GATS and pro-free trade sectors may tip the scales towards a model of free market 
educational trans-nationalisation. Although I consider Verger’s statements, I argue that the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can map and govern the future 
picture of higher education worldwide. This is because it is to be an international system 
meant by the international quality and accreditation of HEIs across the globe. 
 
Kupfer (2008) argues that the relationship between higher education and economy differs 
according to its contextual level. Ciancanelli (2007) agrees with Kupfer and argues that if a 
knowledge economy is seen as the current international context in which nations produce 
their HEIs, this has major implications for production of expert labour and development of 
new knowledge. An example explains the argument of Ciancanelli is what Kim (2007) points 
out in that many national governments and agencies (like the UK, France, USA and Canada) 
have set out new high skills agendas and revised migration policies to attract more skilled 
human resources. This context is accompanied, as Marginson (2007) shows, with emerging 
global academic flows and approaches to recognition and quality assurance creating a global 
market of higher education. This global context raises questions on what ways might the 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality lead to creating national, regional and international 
economies characterised with highly international quality higher education. I argue that the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can enhance the global economy. 
Providing international quality higher education assists in creating internationally high-
skilled human resources and advances economies (at the same time) for providing 
internationally high-waged employment (see section 14.3 of chapter fourteen).  
 
The evidence illustrated from these writings illuminates that there is a relation between the 
global policy and the global economy, and that national governments started to raise the level 
of skills and knowledge provided in their HEIs. I argue that the missing international level 
of quality and the current global context create ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This 
can advance the current picture of national, regional and international economy. Creating 
into existence this new level can increase the power of global economy.  This is because it is 
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to raise the economic openness between countries and expand the size and reach of 
multinationals for seeking out new markets and workforces creating highly advanced global 
economy. This means that the current picture of global economy creates ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. 
 
However, I consider that there are challenges that might accompany this potential. These 
challenges may be represented in the need for: winning talents; flowing capital; battle for 
commodities; meeting emerging consumers’ requirements; a new map for creation, initiation 
and innovation to address new risks of new era of global development; and increasing 
international commitment to an open, stable and equitable global economy delivering high 
standards of living for all nations.  
 
13.2.4 Geometries of Power 
 
Competition between nations is turning from bloody wars to knowledge wars. It is no longer 
the qualities of individuals and students that are benchmarked, but it is the quality of national 
education regime which signifies countries’ weight on the international scale. This argument 
is supported by Raar (2009) who points out that self-governance procedures may be now 
outside geographical jurisdiction. Higher education performs a crucial role in the 
construction of knowledge societies. This rationalises states’ support for higher education. 
The dimensions affecting higher education in certain country are not any different from the 
outside world. Under both external pressures (like globalisation) and internal pressures (like 
changing demographics and maturation of welfare states), Kwiek (2007) argues that higher 
education has begun to feel, and has to respond to, the full effects of universalisation. He 
adds that this case assists states to be able to keep their promise with their peoples who have 
been witnessing the pressures of global forces on national policies.  
 
Naidoo (2005) and Naidoo (2007) argue that higher education is seen by national 
governments and organisations as one of the most important powerhouses for development. 
I agree with them because higher education operates currently in a context of burgeoning 
knowledge economy. HEIs serve to assist their national countries to be able to compete 
successfully in the global context. However, I consider that this success relies on a number 
of bases which include: the production of higher value-added products and services; scientific 
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and technological knowledge; and continual innovation leading countries to leap over 
developmental stages to improve their positions in the international scale  
 
This knowledge base leads me to argue that providing highly international quality higher 
education in certain country is strong and positive factor in advancing and increasing its 
weight on the international scale. This rationalises the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. 
This is because the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can guide 
HEIs on how to operate to reduce the gaps between nations’ classifications on the 
international scale. The weight of every country on the international scale is identified 
according to its classification. Because higher education is meant by strengthening the people 
of its country, the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality can assist the government of every 
country to operate highly international quality higher education creating strong country 
occupying strong weight on the international scale. 
 
 The ‘systematic’ understanding of quality rationalises creating the world level of quality into 
existence.  This level is to increase the power of countries. This is because it raises the level 
of skills and knowledge among people creating highly strong country which can, then, 
occupy strong weight on the international scale. However, I consider that certain challenges 
might accompany the process of creating this level into existence. These challenges are 
represented in the need for: information transfer; international communication and 
cooperation; and systematic structure for operating systematisation of quality.  
 
13.2.5 Making Peace 
 
Barnett (2008) points out that peace is the equitable distribution of economic opportunities, 
political freedoms, social opportunities, transparency guarantees, protective security and 
freedom accompanied with operating justice, democracy, human rights and providing high 
quality education for people. This means that understanding current developments in peace 
operations governing, managing, securing and leading the global order is essential in 
illuminating systematisation of quality. This is because the ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality is linked to the UN organisation. The governance and coordination of systematisation 
of quality is to be located in the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
which is to be an organisation part from the UN. That is why I investigated the character and 
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structure of the UN organisation including its peace operations in the work of the Security 
Council and Trusteeship Council (see chapter ten of the thesis). This investigation supported 
by the argument of Richmond (2004; 2008) that there is a potential for construction of liberal 
international order made up of democratic states, leads me to argue that the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality can assist in making peace. This is because the existence of the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can assist in succeeding the UN 
peace operations across the globe.  
 
However, Gill (1990) and Gawerc (2007) argue that it is still early at the beginning stages to 
establish frameworks for resolution of wars and building of peace. Although I consider his 
argument because there is still academic and political contestation over the definition of 
peace making and peace-building, I argue that it is better to move towards this step now 
rather than postponing it to future. Envisioning and creating this framework into existence 
could avoid the world future generations unbearable risks and challenges. Since it is us who 
live now, it is our duty to think, envision and turn the dreams into realities. This argument is 
supported by King (2007) who argues that the religions of the world possess considerable 
seeds for peace-making via education. However, Richmond (2008) points out that there is a 
pressing problem of how peace efforts become sustainable rather than merely inscribed in 
international and state-level diplomatic and political frameworks. I consider the clarification 
of Richmond because there are issues related to the ontology and epistemology of peace, 
culture, development, agency and structure in terms of peace implications for everyday life. 
In spite of this, I argue that the existence of the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality can overcome these issues as it is to be a multidimensional 
international organisation. 
 
‘Systematic’ understanding of quality can perform major role in peace-making operations 
and in peace dissemination among countries and within the country itself. I argue that 
creating systematisation of quality into existence has the potential to support expert academic 
initiatives for guiding and assisting the governments of all countries in the pursuit of peace, 
security, tolerance, welfare and prosperity. This is because the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality can guide HEIs across the globe on how they can include their 
academic programmes adequate content about the culture of peace, tolerance and social 
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cohesion. This rationalises for a ‘systematic’ understanding of quality, so as to reduce the 
tensions between countries that exist now or that which may exist in the future. As higher 
education is meant by disseminating the culture of peace, the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality can assist the government of every country to operate highly 
international quality higher education to create and generate strong ties between governments 
and peoples of the globe. This illuminates that the existence of the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can advance the global peace. However, I 
consider certain challenges that may accompany this transformation. These challenges are 
represented in the need for assistance from national governments, HEIs and the UN and 
UNESCO to turn the theorisation of establishing a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality into actualisation.  
 
13.2.6 Global Challenges 
 
Humanity lives unprecedented age of global change.  An example is that validity of higher 
education qualifications becomes effectively shorter and shorter because of the continuous 
change in the requirements of the labour market. Kowalski et al. (2009) point out that labour 
market requires wide range of devices and programmes. They argue that labour market has 
the potential to significantly enhance the quality of education. I agree with them and I add 
that the creation of this enhancement is based on factors which include the development of 
education and training in how effectively to use technologies. This requires, as Post et al. 
(2004) and Kowalski (2009) argue, establishing connections, interdisciplinary relationships 
and new methodologies and scenarios among all technological and scientific branches to face 
future uncertainties and break down the isolation that might exist in any discipline of higher 
education. Ozdaml et al. (2009) argue that there is a potential for moving towards a more 
global formula for curriculum development. An explanatory example is what Osmani and 
O’Reilly (2009) present that there are currently numerous legislative, cultural, financial and 
technical barriers facing numerous government policies and legislations for building zero 
carbon homes to help reducing global warming. This means that global challenges require 
global perspectives. However, Sari and Soytas (2009) argue that most countries will not 
sacrifice economic growth to decrease their emission levels while some might contribute to 
emissions reduction via energy conservation without negative long run effects on economic 
growth. Jun et al. (2009) agree with Sari and Soytas and they argue that the security of energy 
270 
 
has steadily been on the increase and is expected to become a major issue over the next 
decades.  
 
It seems likely that ‘systematic’ understanding of quality can operate to assist in addressing 
such challenges. These operations can work through directing higher education’s 
programmes and courses and training professionals and academic staff to prepare students 
for an active working life, with a view to build, orientate and achieve their full global 
citizenship. I argue that this development enables individuals to develop skills and abilities 
that put them in the duty of their national, regional and international society. This also applies 
to societies, where low ranking countries are to have: well-trained and well-prepared 
executives capable of applying current development theories and having command of new 
information, communication and knowledge technologies; and entrepreneurs capable of 
opening up new visions, perspectives and paths to ensure internationally durable, creative, 
innovative, proactive, and continuous development. The investigation of chapter five reveals 
the potential for creating into existence the world level of quality.  
 
13.2.7 Different Perspectives 
 
Friedrich and Smith (1998) argue that supporting quality operations are not always 
persuasive because of the deficiencies existed while using quality procedures. Chong and 
Calderon (2000) agree with them and argue that operating quality considered successful in 
certain institution or country might not be successful in another institution or country. They 
add that opposing quality policies has gained some support. They state the reason for this 
because quality is extremely costly not only for political stability but also for economic. 
Although literature (Patrick and Stanley, 1996; Partington and Brown, 1997; Dranove et al., 
1999; Baiman et al., 2000; Poole et al., 2001; Cowan et al., 2004; Lanf and Zha, 2004; Peters 
and Hall, 2004; Salerno, 2004; Marette and Crespi, 2005; Poole, 2005) shows that the 
operations of quality are demanding, I argue that systematisation of quality deserves spending 
money, time and efforts (see section 5.7 and section 5.8 of chapter five).  
 
Watson (2002b) points out that quality, its creation and development have become a central 
issue for the public and education sectors. He adds that its importance has been reflected in 
extensive range of legislation, guidance and policy statements from national governments. 
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However, I disagree with him that it is unlikely that the sectors will be able to achieve quality 
culture, even if desired. The way quality has been defined and used since its beginning in 
1885, and the way it continues to be applied and developed in the present organisational ethos 
denote that quality has become a culture not only within HEIs but also across countries and 
regions. The establishment of internal quality units within HEIs in addition to national 
agencies and regional networks for quality justifies that quality became an international 
culture. However, I consider that there is no international system to operate quality as an 
international culture. That is why this research is conducted to investigate the potential for 
creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality which has the potential to help cultures deal 
adequately with rapid change. This ensures that change is for the sake of quality/harmony 
and not just for short term inharmonious benefits to some individuals/regions at the expense 
of others. 
 
I argue that the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality does not create bureaucracy. Quality as 
operation is not the reason of the existing bureaucracy. The main reason is the way the 
operators operate quality. This means that it is the operators who create bureaucracy and not 
the operation (quality). However, I consider that quality reinforces and enhances managerial 
power and control. This is because quality influences policy decisions particularly funding 
(see section 5.5 of chapter five). This means that the power the quality creates is crucial 
feature which becomes at best marginal and at worst tokenistic activity with controlling 
managerial discourse (see section 5.6 of chapter five). 
 
I consider that the current operations of quality focus on performance and measurement and 
not on development because of the absence of systematisation. The research investigation 
across national, regional and international boundaries reveals that quality lacks 
systematisation. Although national and regional operations are governed and 
harmonised/coordinated by national agencies and regional networks of quality, there is no 
system to govern and harmonise/coordinate the international operations of quality. That is 
why this research is conducted. The lack of systematisation makes quality is being after-the-
event-activity, which detects faults and failings in service provision. The current picture of 
quality worldwide reveals that at best, quality identifies possible solutions but does not 
necessarily directly relate to their remedy. This would appear to be the case, where it provides 
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recommendations that might or might not be used by HEIs. That is why I consider the 
argument of Bradshaw et al. (1998) that quality is based around the formal documentation of 
the work processes as an activity based around utility. The research investigation reveals that 
quality tends to be technical and not political activity applied to all aspects to modernise 
provision (see section 5.6 of chapter five). That is why I argue that systematisation of quality 
via the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality should be operated as a 
system and not as an assessing mechanism. 
 
Supporters (Doherty, 1997; Steinhorst, 1998; Lock, 1999; Visser, 1999; Arrunada, 2000; 
Steffen, 2002; Peters and Hall, 2004; Davis and Ringsted, 2006; McGuire, 2009) of quality 
point out that the role of public regulation requires operating quality. This perspective 
justifies the rules and the functions of agencies of quality and the operation itself since its 
early beginnings in 1885. Watson (2002b) argues that the managerial colonisation of quality 
did not occur over night; rather it has been part of a process which has witnessed new 
management which extends its control and domination (see section 5.6 of chapter five). He 
indicates that there are two factors governing this. The first factor is the growing influence 
of management which has been increasingly dependent on its ability to regulate the service 
through elements of performance management. The second factor is that most developments 
and change have been externally driven. I agree with Watson in this point because the 
findings of the research case studies (chapters six and seven) reveal that operations of quality 
in low ranking countries have been imported from the practices of high ranking countries.   
 
Literature (Bradshaw et al., 1998; Pounder, 1999; Piot, 2001; Mollis and Simon, 2002; 
Watson, 2002b; O’Toole and Meier, 2004; Scherer, 2005; Schmidt, 2006; Helgy et al., 2007) 
shows that operations of quality require revision towards development. It is argued that 
quality and particularly with its operation towards development need to be revised if they are 
to be effective. I argue that ‘systematic’ understanding of quality can create this development. 
That is why I used systems analysis and design methodology in conducting this research. 
Although the national, regional and international operations of quality are not systematic, I 
used systems analysis and design methodology to familiarise policy makers and operators of 
quality worldwide with the importance of systematisation, and that quality has the potential 




I argue that quality has had considerable impact on institutions since it early operations in 
1885 (see section 5.3 of chapter five and see chapter fourteen). However, I consider that 
quality has led to increasing bureaucratisation and greater proceduralisation and 
commodification. In spite of this, quality did not create this itself. The findings of the research 
case studies reveal that it is the operators and not the operations of quality who created 
bureaucratisation and greater proceduralisation and commodification (see section 12.2 of 
chapter twelve) I argue that the increase in bureaucracy would appear to be direct response 
to the need to justify activities through performance measurement, as activity which has 
generated paper trail to detail and monitor procedures involved within certain task. The 
improvement of the task has not been helped by the growing proceduralisation. This process 
is compounded by the fact that many complex tasks have been broken down and simplified 
to provide performance measures, many of which are more about statistical analysis and 
accountability than maximising and enhancing service delivery. This is a process that has left 
staff de-skilled and service provision diluted to meet what is perceived as unnecessary 
demands for information. Consequently, measuring performance (via systematisation of 
quality) becomes additional bureaucratic activity. Worse still, the information generated by 
this activity rarely returns to staff in any shape or form, or if it does, it is to highlight areas 
for improvement in delivery or practice as opposed to what is working. The initiatives 
cloaked in the rhetoric of quality are often treated with suspicion by administrative and 
academic staff who perceive them as leading to greater scrutiny. The implementation of 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality, therefore, depends on a number of factors including 
how serious the management of the sector is and how willing and able stakeholders are to 
participate. Most important is that quality cannot do anything with the bureaucratic operators. 
I argue it is the operators of quality who created the bureaucratic operations of quality. The 
vision to the relationship between quality and bureaucracy needs, therefore, to be changed to 
the relationship between operators of quality and bureaucracy. The key of development and 
the barrier of development are located in the hands of operators of quality and not implied in 
quality itself. 
 
This argument interprets the indication of the literature (Dougherty, 1995; Watson, 2002b; 
McGuinness, 2003; Molleman, 2005) that quality is related to empowerment which is not a 
274 
 
reflection act but one imposed from above by the management (operators of quality and not 
quality itself). It is an activity that operators of quality do. This means that the root cause of 
the problem is centred in the operators themselves as opposed to the way quality is structured 
which should be systematic. Quality is an object and that operators of quality are the subject. 
The operations of quality are done by the subject and not by the object. It is the subject, and 
not the object, which is responsible for bureaucracy, proceduralisation and commodification 
seen in the operations of quality. This fact needs to be realised from academic staff and the 
wider society in general. However, those who are to be empowered are seen as objects, rather 
than subjects with the power and ability to take control of the situation themselves. This 
reveals the potential for systematisation in the operations of quality.  
 
Quality is seen in different perspectives. Those who oppose quality argue that it brings 
bureaucracy to the already existing bureaucracy in HEIs. They continue to comment that 
quality is about filling papers and consuming money and efforts and that staff involved in its 
requirements do not gain any feedback for their participation. However, the research case 
studies reveal that operations of quality have had policy impact on HEIs particularly funding 
(see section 12.2 of chapter twelve). Beneficiaries from HEIs need to be assured that the 
service provided in certain higher education institution is of high quality and deserves the 
money and efforts spent in this institution. They, therefore, have the right to be assured and 
informed publicly that the degrees and qualifications offered by HEIs are accredited and 
acknowledged from the related labour market. The employers will tend to prefer to employ 
the graduates who have successfully completed courses and obtained their qualifications 
from accredited HEIs than those who graduated from non-accredited institutions. This 
disseminates the culture of systematisation of quality, the matter which has positive impact 
on economy and society. This is because the conformance between skills and knowledge of 
graduates to the stated requirements of the labour market leads to advancing the profits of 




The previous analysis in section 5.4 indicates how the UN and UNESCO operate, and 
discusses their character and structure in addition to clarifying certain issues for further and 
future enhancement. Generally, a system literally means some kind of connected whole with 
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internal rules of operations and continuity interacting together (Wallerstein, 2004). The UN 
organisation is a collection of organs and subsidiary agencies that are interrelated and 
interdependent and working together to accomplish predetermined aims and objectives. 
Analysing the character and structure of the UN and UNSECO produced rich discussion and 
rigorous analysis about their current operations. The analysis and discussion reveal how the 
UN and UNESCO are organised and operate for achieving aims, functions and activities of 
global nature. The character and structure of the UN and UNESCO entitle them to assist in 
creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This is because the UN and UNESCO are like 
no other across the globe. They have character, structure and abilities of global influence. 
The vast majority of countries are members in the UN and UNESCO. This is because the UN 
and UNESCO are the most acknowledged organisations internationally with global aims, 
functions and activities. This facilitates the international acceptance from these countries to 
the policy and practice of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. I 
argue that the current character and structure of the UN and UNESCO seems to be adequate 
to include new body like the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
Systematisation of quality requires international adoption, assistance and supervision from a 
body like the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality which is to be 
included in the UN organisation. This rationale, therefore, indicates the potential of the UN 
and UNESCO to assist in creating systematisation of quality through including body like the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for governing and coordinating 
systematisation of quality and providing the international accreditation to HEIs across the 
globe.  
 
This reveals the adequacy of the UN and UNESCO for including organisation like the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for operating ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality. This comes as a response to international initiatives generally and the research 
clarifications within this phase particularly. The current part of the research suggests that 
quality is adequate for systematisation, and that international organisation like the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is required working in parallel with 
national agencies and regional networks of quality. This is because the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be in addition to and not an alternative of 
national agencies and regional networks of quality. This means that the world has national, 
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regional and the world levels of quality. While national agencies of quality are meant by the 
national level of quality and that regional networks of quality are meant by the regional level 
of quality, the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be meant by 
governing and coordinating the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality and to provide the 
international accreditation to HEIs across the globe.  
 
I argue that the character and structure of the UN and UNESCO have nature of the evidence, 
proof of the adequacy, and characteristics of the methodology to assist in creating 
systematisation of quality via including the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality. The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be 
multidimensional organisation to assist in addressing global issues. The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality can create and generate multidimensional and 
new form of highly international quality higher education to work and address in parallel 
with, and understand international needs, goals, orders and values. Systematisation of quality 
is to be mediated through establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality to collaborate with national states, regional networks and international 
organisations across the globe on how interests and motivations for creating life development 
generally and highly international quality higher education particularly could intersect with, 
and driven by powerful global construction of values and techniques operating via the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. This multidimensional international 
system leads to a global future development creation operation. 
 
As multidimensional international system and for global future development creation 
operation, the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be an 
appropriate initiative and system through which an international dialogue is to be conducted 
in order to discuss in parallel, and address more systematically the need to balance (in case 
of any contradiction) between national ambitions and global priorities and orders. The 
validity of this assumption rests on the successful provision of the character and structure of 
the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
 




Purpose of the research second phase is to complete the worldwide building of quality by 
creating systematisation of quality so as to create international ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality in the world. It is also the completeness of systems analysis which helps the creation 
of systematisation of quality.  Systems analysis and design generated conclusions around the 
potential for establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for 
governing and operating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality.  
 
It is worth noting that this section clarifies central significance to project of theorisation of 
enhancement in systems analysis and design that was set out in sections 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, and 
4.8 of chapter four. However, crucial proposition in this chapter envisions new application 
of the research methodology for creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality operating via 
establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. Although 
chapter four generally and section 4.3 of chapter four particularly elaborated literature on 
systems analysis and design, none of it can be inserted into the thesis methodology at this 
point because all types of systems enhancement require pre-existing system to enhance. But 
with the case of this project, there is potential to create new international system (the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality). As a result of this potential, the 
research uses new application of the research methodology for fulfilling this gap. The 
knowledge contribution set out at this point is entirely new. The contribution has been created 
after conducting this investigation drawn on the rationales set out through documentary and 
empirical analysis in the thesis.  
 
Theorising design of establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality emanates from findings of the research first phase (chapters 2 - 12). The main tasks 
of this phase was to: investigate analysing current operations in the development of quality 
across national, regional and international boundaries; assess nature of the evidence that 
current operations of quality are, or are not, adequate for internationalisation; and assess 
whether the UN and UNESCO can assist in creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. 
Because the research first phase demonstrated potential for systematisation of quality, the 
research now in the second phase of systems design is directed to articulate theorisation for 
establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. This 
theorisation is the research soft creation while hard creation of establishing the United 
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Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is responsibility of the UN organisation.  
The main tasks of the research second phase are to: constitute rationale for, and feasibility of 
creating and operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality (see 
section 1.2 of chapter one); theorise establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality as multidimensional international organisation within the 
structure of the UN for governing and operating systematisation of quality (see section 5.7 
and section 5.8 of chapter five); and envision the future of systematisation of quality (see 
chapter fourteen). 
 
The task here seeks to produce theorisation for creating new and original international system 
of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality.  This theorisation is modelled here for the first time 
because it is not in the existing literature. This type of application systematises and 
coordinates the creation from none. It is to be operated when there is potential to establish 
new system. All types of enhancement set out in section 4.8 of chapter four depend on 
existing system (systems analysis) which is to be enhanced (systems design). The new model 
this section of research comes up with is to establish case for creating and operating 
systematisation of quality via establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality which did not exist previously. The philosophical stance 
underpinning this methodological innovation is the creation from none, where the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is created to work side by side with 
existed national and regional quality. This new creation is ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality in the world. The ontological stance of this application is creationism. The 
epistemological stance is the potential. This new application coordinates and systematises 
the research soft creation. Currently, there are two levels of quality operated via national and 
regional boundaries. The research coordinates and systematises the creation of the 





















13.4 Envisioning the Design of the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality  
 
This section elaborates the design application of establishing the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. An explicit design follows. 
 
13.4.1 Philosophy  
 
Literature (Badley, 1998; Parr, 1998; Hoecht, 2006; Brok, 2007; Andresen, 2008; ESIB, 
2008) shows that the first start of quality and accreditation in the world was in 1885 in New 
England, the USA under guidance of Harvard University, which was proponent of applying 
standards to schools and colleges to assure quality. Originally, quality consisted of applying 
prescribed standards and incorporating plan for continuous improvement. By 1900, peer 
reviews became specialised programmatic accreditations for such fields of study like 
medicine and science. By 1920, the process moved from programmatic reviews to 
institutional reviews. Thereafter, accreditation agencies were formed to cooperate 
autonomously within single methodologically consistent regime. Further alignment of 
accreditation agencies occurred after the World War II through development of accreditation 
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institutions need to align actions to their proclaimed goals and intentions. The last few 
decades have witnessed increase in initiatives of national governments towards establishing 
agencies of quality. As universities, colleges and education institutions grow in size, number 
and diversity a multitude of quality agencies have been established, and/or reformed to ensure 
quality is maintained – and developed – at the individual level, programme level, school 
level, university level, national level, regional level and the world level. Over time, quality 
became systematisation. Today, my Doctorate comes to the conclusion that quality is an open 
systematisation combining set of sub-systematisations to accredit quality of HEIs.  
 
In my interpretative approach, the Doctorate approach of systematisation of quality is based 
on creationism. This ontological view is based on the assumption that the study of 
creationism is the creation from none. I used an interpretative approach to my qualitative 
Doctorate because I want to create from none. The literature reveals evidence that this is the 
first study to investigate the creation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality. The ontology stimulating the philosophy of my Doctorate comes in a time that 
many nations have established agencies for quality. However, my Doctorate proved that there 
is a gap between the nature of quality in the developed countries and that in developing 
countries. Section 11.2 of chapter eleven reveals that quality has been established in the 
developed countries due to investigation and studies. The developing countries imitated 
operations of quality and implemented them to enhance their HEIs. However, up to now 
quality has not been systematised yet. Neither developed countries nor developing countries 
systematised quality. This Doctorate is, therefore, there to create philosophy of 
systematisation of quality.  
 
The absence of systematisation of quality in addition to the negative aspects represented in 
randomness resulting from this absence are also factors to create philosophy of ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. Quality across the globe lacks systematisation. There is no 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world. This is a global ontological problem 
which is not only represented in the absence of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality but also 
the negative effects resulting from this absence particularly on developing countries. If this 
philosophical problem continues to exist, there will not be ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality in the world. In addition, the gap between the quality of higher education in developed 
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and developing countries will continue to exist too. The research final stage of the 
systematisation process creates the philosophy of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. This 
philosophy fulfils the building of quality worldwide by creating ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality. This philosophy overcomes the negative aspects resulting from the current global 
ontological problem of randomness of quality and the absence of ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality particularly on developing countries. 
 
To create the philosophy of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality, I established, as Ritchie 
and Lewis (2003) explain, a rapport between the participants and myself. This rapport is the 
subjective evidence to create the philosophy of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. The 
objective evidence to create this philosophy has been generated from the naturally occurring 
data in documents and the broader academic literature. This allows me to create the 
philosophy of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in a consistent and coherent manner. 
This epistemological view is based on the assumption, as argued by Crotty (1998 and 2003), 
that knowledge is the result of the relationship between the knower and the known.  
 
Although the literature lacks a theorisation for the philosophy of quality and focuses mainly 
on its operations, through reviewing some literature of philosophy in general (Lee and Sirgy, 
1999; Miscevic, 2006) I can argue here for a philosophy of the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality. I argue that the philosophy of this proposed UN organisation 
is to make from quality a public good. This is to ensure that the fundamental duty of quality 
is life development in general to create high quality higher education available for all on the 
basis of merit without discrimination. The proposed UN organisation is to enable quality 
continuously to meet the needs of citizens and orientate them not only to be reactive and 
evolve upon, but also to be proactive and create general development changes that interest 
people and their life.  By implementing this philosophy, the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality attains the development of the world.   
 
Creating philosophy for the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is 
something new that did not exist before in the field. Creating a philosophy for this proposed 
UN organisation advances the possibility for creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality 
in the world. This philosophy envisions quality as systematisation and not only as an 
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enhancing mechanism. However, I consider that the creation of this philosophy requires 
establishing science of systematisation.  
 
13.4.2 Mission  
 
The mission of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to ensure 
governing systematisation of quality in the world. This is to assure continuous development 
and efficient performance of HEIs across the globe. This includes HEIs and their programmes 
in accordance with their mission statements and aims. This assists in getting confidence of 
the international community in graduates. This mission requires qualified and competent 
human and material resources. The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality is to apply its mission via operating international accreditation through independent, 
neutral and transparent systematisation. 
 
13.4.3 Role  
 
Role of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to promote 
systematisation of quality including contribution to quality of teaching and learning, research 
and community outreach and knowledge transfer. This role is to encourage improvement in 
academic standards and quality of learning opportunities.  
 
The proposed United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to facilitate 
development and application of international reference standards and support countries and 
their HEIs in development of internal and external systems of systematisation of quality. This 
can be achieved via establishing system for reviewing and accrediting HEIs which meet the 
international published standards. The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality is to be primary means by which HEIs assure international quality to all those who 
can benefit from higher education across the globe. It is signal to students and the public that 
HEIs and their programmes meet the declared international standards indicated by the 
proposed United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. Obtaining 
international accreditation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
is to be required for access to funding particularly the public, and to denote that HEIs and 
their programmes have international trust, reputation and accreditation. The accreditation of 
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the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality to HEIs and their 
programmes is to be important to employers when evaluating credentials of job applicants, 
and when deciding whether to provide tuition support for current employees seeking 
additional education. This is because individuals and foundations are to look for evidence of 
systematisation of quality when making decision about private giving. The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be important to students and HEIs. This is 
because it helps them to transfer courses and programmes among HEIs across the globe. For 
example, receiving institutions take note of whether or not the credits a student wishes to 
transfer have been earned at accredited institution by the proposed United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. The proposed organisation is to be viewed 
carefully and is to be considered as important indicator of international quality by receiving 
institutions. 
 
13.4.4 Functions  
 
The proposed United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to operate to 
perform different functions. As a minimum, these functions include creating international 
guidelines and standards for assuring and accrediting the quality of higher education across 
the globe. This can be done through harmonising and coordinating the international 
accreditation to HEIs, programmes and/or agencies of quality which request international 
accreditation. However, this requires establishing framework for processes of performing 
international accreditation. Most important is that it fosters better understanding of higher 
education through the dissemination of international accreditation results to inform the public 
about the international case of quality of HEIs. This is because of making assurance that 
standards used in performing the international accreditation are thorough and valid 
internationally. This creates the global commitment of higher education. In addition, this 
organisation can create following-up activities and news of international accreditation and 
the international case of higher education, and promote creation and innovation covering 
different disciplines, careers, and areas of knowledge. 
 




The proposed United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to operate in 
light of main principles. As a minimum, some of these principles include providing services 
to the international society. This guarantees that during the process of its international 
accreditation, the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality respects the 
nature and legal regulations of HEIs and national agencies and regional networks of quality 
and any organisations or governments. This can be achieved by its experts and governing 
roles. Most important is that this organisation is to act in ethical manner. This means that it 
must be objective in decision of its international accreditation and in the verification of its 
aims. Decisions of its international accreditation are to be made in agreed manner. This 
makes its aims, mechanisms, operations, results, administration and sources of funding 
transparent, and fosters the assurance of trust through the integrity of its procedures and 
results. In Addition, it informs the international society and the global labour market about 
accredited HEIs, programmes and/or agencies of quality. 
 
13.4.6 Features  
 
The development of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to 
support creating systematisation of quality. As a minimum, the main features of this 
development include that HEIs are responsible for meeting standards identified by the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality directed to assure the quality of HEIs 
and their programmes complying with the international standards. This means that HEIs and 
national agencies and regional networks are to provide information for purposes of 
international review from the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to develop international 
framework for systematisation of quality which supports enhancement and provides 
evidence-based qualitative information. The United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality is to assist national agencies and regional networks of quality and 
HEIs particularly in low ranking countries to develop their operations of quality. The 
international accreditation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
involves internal and external review processes. The international peer review is dedicated 
to: reach evidence-based judgements internationally; develop international reference 
standards for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality to inform HEIs and other partners and 
beneficiaries; work as international clearinghouse on the ‘systematic’ understanding of 
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quality; develop guidelines on how international reference standards can to be adopted and 
achieved; and publish international reports on its operations of the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. 
 
13.4.7 Values  
 
The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to work according to 
specific values. As a minimum, some of these values include thorough, where the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality carries out all its audits as thoroughly as 
possible. Supportiveness is another value as the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality recognises institutional autonomy in setting objectives and 
implementing operations to achieve them as the proposed United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality acts to facilitate and support this. The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to operate flexibly to acknowledge and 
reinforce institutional diversity. This means that the organisation recognises that in any 
higher education institution, achieving quality depends on commitment to quality within 
institution itself. Cooperation with HEIs and national agencies and regional networks of 
quality is essential to achieve these values. The procedural system of The United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be open to public scrutiny, and operates to 
keep financial demands it places on HEIs and national agencies and regional networks of 
quality as low as possible. It is to report publicly and clearly on its findings on HEIs and 
national agencies and regional networks of quality. 
 
Most important is that the philosophy and methodology of the proposed United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality are to be clear, transparent and built on sound 
aims. The built-in safeguards and policies ensure that the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality does professional international job. Within HEIs and national 
agencies and regional networks of quality, there will be policies and practices on the roles 
and responsibilities of the board of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality. Therefore, training strategy for auditors and their involvement in activities of the 
international accreditation are among the responsibilities of the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality. This requires that the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality must have strong collaboration and net-work efforts. It is to 
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perform significant role in strengthening networks with HEIs and national agencies and 
regional networks of quality. The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
is to work to improve quality enhancement from being only national and/or regional to be 
international. In addition, the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is 
not only to provide the international accreditation to HEIs in the world but also works as 
multidimensional international organisation within the UN for addressing global needs.  
 
13.4.8 Benefits  
 
Operating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is expected to have benefits at different 
levels. Implementing ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is expected to create: impact of 
growth in economy that is attributable to graduates production from institutions and 
programmes accredited from the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality; 
job creation by better trained graduates; direct investment of international prestige; additional 
income through improved accountable funding; reduction and/or elimination of the cost of 
industry to retraining graduates; improved academic facilities in HEIs; attraction of grants 
and donor support which can be made available to institutions and programmes accredited 
from the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality; income from students 
who are only attracted to institutions and programmes accredited from a United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality; opportunities for attracting investment; 
evolution of culture of quality; and promotion of international competition and academic 
excellence. 
 
There are many benefits emerging from establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality for national governments, societies and employers. 
Systematisation of quality enhances transparency and provides information and makes HEIs 
accountable to societies and partners and beneficiaries. Operating ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality can provide protection against low quality education and fraud via creating culture 
of systematisation of quality in HEIs worldwide. This leads to enhance higher education. Via 
systematisation of quality, national governments can ensure that higher education provided 
is in line with government policy. For agencies of quality, establishing the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality adds new international level to the current 
existing national and regional levels. For HEIs, establishing the United Nations Organisation 
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for Systematisation of Quality grants international legitimacy and accreditation to their 
operations and qualifications. Operating systematisation of quality facilitates international 
recognition of national and cross-border degrees. Thus, the ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality can be international system for decision making in institutional strategic planning. 
Operating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality increases mobility of academic staff, 
students and employees across the globe. For students, a United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality can operate to protect students from fraudulent programmes and 
institutions. Creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality assists students in choosing the 
most suitable HEIs as the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality ensures 
that appropriate education is being delivered in terms of programme content, facilities and 
services.  
 
13.4.9 Expected Difficulties  
 
Establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality may face certain 
difficulties. Some of these difficulties may be related to HEIs, national agencies and regional 
networks of quality, national governments or these related to the way the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is operated. HEIs may see the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality as interference with their autonomy. 
International standards may be seen as a way of limiting institutional activities. They may 
face incomprehension and resistance from academics. This is because not all HEIs 
(particularly in low ranking countries) have systematised databases. There is risk that HEIs 
might not be transparent when they provide necessary information. However, the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is systematisation for international 
quality enhancement rather than formal mechanical operation. I consider that operating 
systematisation of quality involves heavy workloads for participating institutions in 
preparing documentations, databases and any other requirements. For national agencies and 
regional networks of quality, operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality requires qualified personnel to undertake ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. 
National agencies and/or regional networks of quality may see the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality as not always be independent or objective. In 
addition, national agencies and/or regional networks of quality do not always operate 
completely independently from governments and may sometimes lack credibility from HEIs. 
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The extensive use of international reference standards in comparison with national ones may 
make it difficult to contextualise systematisation of quality. Private agencies of quality do 
not always put public international interest above private interest as some private agencies 
may be fraudulent. Most important is communication difficulties between agencies in 
agreeing on international accreditation. For national governments, there might be lack in 
understanding systematisation of quality. The process of operating ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality may lead to brain drain in low ranking countries as there will be 
need for experts and academics who will assist in operating the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality. There is also need for financial support from national 
governments to assist in operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality. ‘Systematic’ understanding of quality may be seen as bureaucratic, complex, costly 
and time consuming. Creating international standards is demanding. The process requires 
high level of transparency in the accreditation process, in standards and indicators used. 
‘Systematic’ understanding of quality may require time to be clear enough as it may be 
understood in different ways in different national and regional settings. The connection 
between the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality and quality of HEIs might not be applied 
to HEIs that are growing and these in low ranking countries. Academics may require time to 
believe in credibility of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
There is risk that the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality might become an aim in itself. 
This is because there are no studies of the impact of systematisation of quality on quality of 
HEIs and programmes. The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
requires, therefore, to be understood internationally in the same way by HEIs, national 
agencies and regional networks of quality, national governments and any other partners and 
beneficiaries.   
 
Operating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality faces challenges from different levels. Many 
countries particularly low ranking countries do not have operations for quality which can 
facilitate dealing with the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. Some 
challenges are: funding to carry activities of international accreditation; lack of accreditation 
framework for open and distance learning programmes; absence of accreditation for cross-
border higher education, multiplicity of accreditation bodies, lack of accuracy of on-going 
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revision of minimum academic standards; lack of well-established institutional framework; 
low institutional capacity; and probability of subjectivity of some assessors.   
 
13.4.10 Recommendations  
 
For overcoming difficulties of establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality, certain recommendations require to be taken into consideration. 
Systematisation of quality should be carried out based on systematisation. This means that 
HEIs should maintain accessible database of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality. The 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to disseminate knowledge 
among HEIs and programmes regarding the benefits of the ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality. HEIs, therefore, should be informed of the nature and content of similar programmes 
taught elsewhere both nationally and internationally for continuous quality enhancement. 
The ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is to focus on creating specialists to achieve good 
results. It is essential that autonomy of HEIs should be respected. This requires that public 
funding should be increased to enable HEIs to meet requirements of the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. Most important is that the outcomes of operating 
the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality should be transparent and 
information should be accessible to society. Public and social needs should be reflected in 
accreditation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. The United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality, therefore, should take into account 
national differences.  
 
Operating quality of teaching and learning, research and community outreach and knowledge 
transfer within HEIs across the globe to serve achieving national, regional and international 
needs, priorities and ambitions is one of the core results of this research. The research 
suggests rationale and feasibility of establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN for governing and systematising 
systematisation of quality. Realising the rationale, feasibility and learned lessons from the 
research first phase indicates that there is potential for creating and operating systematisation 
of quality via establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
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for systematising the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality in the world and for providing the 
international accreditation to HEIs across the globe.  
 
13.4.11 Funding  
 
The proposed United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality will be funded 
primarily from the UN organisation and from annual dues from member countries. As source 
of additional funding, any higher education institution or programme seeking international 
accreditation has to pay fees for the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality for accreditation reviews. In some stances, the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality may receive financial assistance from sponsoring organisations. 
The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality may sometimes obtain funds 
for special consultation, guidance, assistance and/or invitation with governments or private 
foundations. 
 
13.4.12 Governance and Systematisation of the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality  
 
The governance and systematisation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation 
of Quality require combining and bringing together greatest geniuses, experts, academics and 
leaders from across the globe based on quality and not quantity or representation to identify 
and elaborate the pressing global needs theorising, planning, systematising, operating and 
executing policies and operations of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality and its standards for performing its international accreditation. This combination of 
experts and academics is to create and generate web of ideas, networks of influence, policy 
frameworks and practices, financial arrangements and organisational structures, system of 
global power relations on how the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality should be constructed. The following figure depicts the governance of 











Area 3: National Governments, National Agencies and Regional Networks of 
 Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Higher Education  
 
                                                                                                                                            
Figure 12: Governance of Systematisation  
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The international accreditation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality for HEIs and/or programmes is to take place in cycle that may range from every 
few years. A higher education institution and/or programme seeking international 
accreditation is/are to go through number of steps stipulated by the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. These steps involve combination of several 
tasks which include: preparation of evidence of accomplishment by institution or 
programme; scrutiny of evidence and site visit by experts from the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality to institution and/or programme seeking the 
international accreditation; and action to determine accreditation status by the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. Most important is that operations of 
the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for conducting 
accreditation are to follow the following procedures. 
Application: At this stage, the higher education institution and/or programme is/are to 
apply for the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for obtaining 
international accreditation. Higher education institution and/or programme is/are to pay 
fees and accept procedures and operations identified by the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality.  
Self-study: The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality requires 
from the higher education institution and/or programme seeking international 
accreditation to prepare written summary of performance based on accrediting standards 
of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. 
Site visit: The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to send 
visiting team from its experts to review the higher education institution and/or programme 
seeking international accreditation. The self-study represents the foundation for the site 
visit. It is accreditation review for reviewing the self-study. Experts serve as visiting 
teams that review the institutions and/or programmes once the self-study has been 
completed. Experts constitute the members of the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality that makes judgements about accrediting status. 
Judgement: The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to have 
decision making commissions. These commissions may: affirm international 
accreditation for institutions and/or programmes; reaffirm international accreditation for 
ongoing institutions and/or programmes; or deny/withdraw international accreditation for 
institutions or programmes. 
Periodic external review: The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality is to continue to review HEIs and/or programmes seeking the international 
293 
 
accreditation over time. They are to normally prepare self-study and undergo site visit 
each time. 
Sustainable development: The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality is to continue in self sustainable development as its accreditation is of 
international trust, standards, evidences and peers. 
  
13.5 Summary of Chapter Thirteen 
 
The chapter generated a theorisation for establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality. The thesis by this chapter folds its pages to the end by 





































This chapter presents the impact of the thesis by discussing the future of systematisation 
of international quality and accreditation of higher education in the world. An explicit 
analysis follows. 
 
14.2 Future of Systematisation of International Quality and 
Accreditation of Higher Education in the World  
 
The future development of systematisation of quality is to be directed to achieve aims and 
benefits to the UN, national governments and countries, humanity and other creatures and 
the planet. Delivering systematisation of quality via establishing the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for governing and operating ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality assists in meeting local and global needs, and provides the 
international accreditation, trust and reputation for HEIs across the globe. Attaining the 
future vision of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is beneficial to: the UN via 
succeeding its aims and programmes; national governments and countries via providing 
highly international quality higher education of new responsibilities and available for all 
generations on the basis of merit without discrimination; humanity and other creatures 
via envisioning global future development creation operations; and planet via bringing 
together the greatest experts, academics and leaders from across the globe for conducting 
continuous international meetings and dialogues dedicated for discussing planet needs 
and priorities. Via its international accreditation, the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality is to encourage guiding and assisting HEIs across the globe 
on how to operate in a way that assists in advance succeeding the policies and practices 
of national governments generally and these of the UN particularly.  
 
The future of systematisation of quality is to assist in succeeding and creating many local 
and global advances. Directing this future for meeting some of these advances would 
create: world where more than 300 million will no longer suffer from hunger; world 
where lives of more than 2 million mothers and 30 million children are expected to be 
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longer and longer; world where safe drinking water for another 350 million people and 
sanitation for 650 million are available; world where hundreds of millions more women 
and girls will lead their lives in freedom; attaining hopes of people seeking new 
opportunities to end the burden of grinding poverty; and world where humanity generally 
and low ranking nations particularly have resources to build operating hope and security 
to meet needs of justice, democracy, human rights, health care and provide the world with 
citizens who are literate, healthy, able to work, prepared and qualified.   
 
The picture of systematisation of quality indicates potential for future development 
focusing on qualitative factors. A brief illustration covering the different dimensions 
required for future development follows. 
- Guiding national governments on the rationale for creating new resources to assist 
in financing the requirements of strengthening their HEIs.  
- Directing and operating quality of teaching and learning, research and community 
outreach and knowledge transfer within HEIs to serve achieving the global needs, 
priorities and ambitions. 
- Higher education is the brain of nations and the future of generations. This sets an 
obligation on HEIs to serve fundamentally local and global needs. Systematisation 
of quality should be directed to assist HEIs in meeting these needs.  
- Disseminating knowledge on ‘systematic’ understanding of quality worldwide, 
particularly via new system that can cover the ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality generally and the requirements of the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality from HEIs to advance implementing their 
conformance to these requirements. Teaching systematisation of quality within 
these institutions may assist in creating this advance. 
- As international organisation, it would be appropriate if the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality consulted the different sectors across 
the globe knowing their future development plans, and operated as facilitator 
guiding HEIs on how they can behave in way that assists in meeting the 
requirements of attaining these plans.  
- Establishing programmes within HEIs to provide qualifications in quality like BA, 
MA, PhD and/or any other required qualifications that potential to might arise in 
the future so as to create science of quality in all fields of knowledge.  
- Investigating whether the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality is ready for future development focussing on standards as well as on 
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processes. This is to suggest enhancing its systematisation to be multidimensional 
organisation meant by assuring and accrediting the quality of every sector and 
corner in the globe, where society quality is to be created and operated.  
- The suggested multidimensional organisation should be directed to address 
advancing the means to productive and prosperous life. In this planet, life is a 
whole system that is bigger than the entire collection of its parts. This entire 
system combines a set of sub-systems in addition to creating the interaction 
between components of sub-systems. Education is only sub-system. Life on Planet 
is ready to systematisation. This requires to focus mainly on advancing education 
without considering other advances within other sub-systems is probably not 
efficient as certain barriers and deficiencies existed in other sub-systems are to 
have negative impacts on the advances being done in education sector.  
- Although higher education is about knowledge and research, delivering 
knowledge to learners and extending that knowledge through research, students 
should learn to create new knowledge and not only to know that is being taught 
to them. What is being taught should be directed to assist in creating new 
knowledge and not to consider it as the only and final knowledge.  
- Creating global anthem and preparing students to be not only qualified but also 
believe that global priorities are always first when personal and private interests 
and priorities contradict the global ones. 
- Creating and operating new philosophy of higher education aimed at 
systematisation of life on the Planet. 
 
Creating systematisation of quality addresses what appears to be is missing to complete 
the entire building of systematisation of quality worldwide towards systematisation. I 
suggest that establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
could be expected to have key outputs on, or influences over the three main spheres of 
economics, politics and society worldwide. The proposed new international system is 
designed to provide international accreditation, trust and reputation to the qualifications 
of HEIs across the globe. This creation puts the final stone in the worldwide building of 
quality. The United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality creates 
systematisation of quality in the world and adds the international level for encouraging 
HEIs to address global issues and requirements. The new ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality is to be dynamic creating short and long chains of cooperation and communication 
although the hierarchy in the operations of the United Nations Organisation for 
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Systematisation of Quality is still existed via passing by requirements of contact across 
the levels of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality (individual, programme, 
department/faculty, institutional, national, regional and the new world of systematisation 
of quality). 
  
The theoretical rationale and feasibility of establishing the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality emanates from the research first phase (systems analysis). 
The generation of this theoretical exposition is based on themes of economics, politics 
and society constituting my own model. An explicit analysis follows. 
 
14.3 Global Economy 
 
Complex links and issues cover the relationship between higher education and national, 
regional and international economy. Such context requires creating means to advance life 
development in general. Analysis of these means follows. 
 
14.3.1 National Level 
 
At the national level, there are four types of relations between higher education and 
economy. The four types of these relations are: high-skilled + high-waged employment; 
high-skilled + low-waged employment; low-skilled + low waged employment; and low 
skilled + high-waged employment. 
 
14.3.2 Regional Level 
 
At the regional level, there are two types of relations between higher education and 
economy. The illustration of these two types is: high-skilled + high-waged employment; 
low-skilled + low-waged employment. 
 
14.3.3 International Level 
 
At the international level of the relationship between higher education and economy, there 




14.3.4 Discussion   
 
Establishing and operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality leads to creating one relation only covering national, regional and international 
levels which is summarised in high-skilled + high-waged employment. Since higher 
education is responsible for rating skills and economy is responsible for rating wages, the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality leads to create high-skilled + 
high-waged employment on both regional and international levels and high-skilled + 
high-waged employment and high-skilled + low-waged employment on national level 
generally and in countries of low ranking economies particularly. So, high-skilled + low 
waged employment in nations of low ranking economies will have opportunity to seek 
high-waged employment in regional and international economies. With long term and as 
HEIs are main source of enriching economy, internationalising quality of higher 
education in low ranking economies will lead to strengthening these economies to be able 
to offer high-waged employment through producing and preparing generations equipped 
with required and appropriate knowledge and skills for creating such targeted 
transformation aimed at strengthening their national economy. Then, there will be only 
one relation covering the local and global contexts which is high-skilled + high-waged 
employment. 
 
Along with the increasing supply of high-skilled graduates from across the globe and the 
increasing transformation in knowledge and skills, it is no longer sufficient for HEIs to 
depend only on lifelong learning to create and lead these transformations or even to be in 
parallel with them. Local and global challenges require transferring from knowledge 
society to quality society for establishing and operating quality as public policy and 
practice in every sector and corner across local and global boundaries. Quality society 
produces and prepares individuals to know and believe that quality is right exactly as 
water and air, and not only luxury. Establishing and operating the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to assist in creating this new era of 
international development in life of nations, where policy and practice of quality society 
is to be operated letting peoples to believe in quality and benefit from its applications in 
their daily life. 
 
With increasing knowledge and rapid transformation in production and labour sector, the 
relation high-skilled + high-waged employment will be threatened from new international 
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competition based on quality and price. This new and international competition will 
enable companies to advance raising criteria in recruitment of their needs of high-skilled 
human resources and reduce their wages at the same time. This means that there will be 
readiness to create new relation between higher education and economy, with a view to 
establish it in a way that is to be alert to any possibilities and emergencies. The realisation 
of this future expectation recommends creating lifelong quality-based high-skilled + 
lifelong high-waged employment as a relation between higher education and economy.   
 
However and with operating this realisation, perspective of knowledge economies 
operated by national governments in high ranking countries as way of providing 
prosperity for their citizens might require further enhancement. These governments are 
expected to face future challenges regarding this issue. Creating and operating the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality might assist these governments as 
well as other national governments in low ranking countries on how they should be guided 
and assisted in transferring from knowledge economy to quality economy, as to meet 
local and global challenges in regard to contemporary and future issues. Establishing and 
operating this realisation is to enable national governments to have and operate quality 
education, quality economy, quality policy, quality culture, quality environment and 
quality life in their own societies. This leads to creating quality societies. Because the 
whole system is more significant and bigger than the entire collection of its sub-systems, 
as the whole combines between the collection of its sub-systems in addition to the 
interaction between the components of these sub-systems, establishing and operating the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be accompanied with 
creating interaction between local and global dimensions to succeeding the vision for this 
research. With establishing and operating the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality, quality-driven economy will demand larger proportion of 
workforce with highly international quality higher education and with access to lifelong 
quality (life based on quality). This realisation seeks to establish how to meet this demand 
in addition to providing creative solution on how to raise quality of higher education from 
national and regional level to the international level and how to persuade, guide and assist 
national governments around the world to establish and operate the vision of quality 
society. As multidimensional organisation, the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality can assist national governments in creating quality society. 
This indicates that the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality will 




14.4 Global Power 
 
Historical and contemporary factors created international scales for classifying power, 
where classifications of nations are ranked. It is hypothesised that framework of 
international relations between countries is concerned with classification affecting 
formation of international decisions and their applications. This classification is called 
here ‘head and body nations’ (term head denotes the strength of government and term 
body denotes strength of the people). With classification of ‘head and body nations’, 
establishing and operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
is to generate required participation and assistance to eradicate this distinction. Explicit 
analysis follows. 
 
14.4.1 National Level 
 
At national level, there are four types of classification. The four types of this classification 
are: nationally strong body + nationally strong head = nationally high ranking country; 
nationally weak body + nationally strong head = nationally promised (capable) country; 
nationally strong body + nationally weak head = nationally low ranking country; and 
nationally weak body + nationally weak head = nationally week country. 
 
14.4.2 Regional Level 
 
At regional level, there are four types of classification. The illustration of these four types 
is: regionally strong body + regionally strong head = regionally high ranking country; 
regionally weak body + regionally strong head = regionally promised country; regionally 
strong body + regionally weak head = regionally low ranking country; and regionally 
weak body + regionally weak head = regionally weak country. 
 
14.4.3 International Level 
 
At international level of classification between countries, there are four types outlined in: 
internationally strong body + internationally strong head = internationally high ranking 
country; internationally weak body + internationally strong head = internationally 
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promised country; internationally strong body + internationally weak head = 
internationally low ranking country; and internationally weak body + internationally 




In this classification, body represents people and head represents government of every 
country. As the head is the governor, leader and operator of body, with country of week 
head there will not be any hope for this country to advance occupying well weight on 
international scales or even to gain well-estimation from global powers one day. While 
country of strong head + strong body is classified as high ranking country, case of strong 
head + weak body indicates that there will be hope to advance occupying well weight on 
international scales or to gain well-estimation from global powers one day as promised 
country. As higher education is meant by preparing and strengthening body of every 
country, it is duty of the head of every country to operate and provide highly international 
quality higher education for its generations to enhance empowering its body, creating 
strong country occupying well weight on international scales and estimated by global 
powers.  
 
Establishing and operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality can assist national governments in high and low ranking countries to provide 
highly international quality higher education for their peoples and advance preparing and 
equipping their generations with required knowledge and skills so as to be internationally 
strong countries. With long term, the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality will be able to change the landscape of this international classification allowing 
only one type outlined in internationally strong body + internationally strong head = 
internationally high ranking country. This means that in the future, establishing and 
operating United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality advance enabling 
all countries to become internationally high ranking countries occupying well weight on 
international scales and gaining well-estimation from global powers. This indicates that 
the creation of the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality will have 




14.5 Alliance of Civilisations 
 
The body of every country is the creator of its civilisation. The head of every country is 
the supervisor of this creation. Since heads of countries are their decision takers, the term 
‘clash of civilisations’ is far from truth and validity. Civilisations do not clash each other, 
and have no reason to do with the existing clashes, conflicts and wars occurring around 
the world. Civilisations only assist, fulfil and collaborate with each other. This is because 
civilisations are the production and creation of bodies of all countries. Civilisations are 
related and belonged to bodies and not to heads of countries. Since decision takers of 
countries are their heads and not their bodies, and since decisions causing and creating 
clashes, conflicts and wars are only taken by heads and not bodies of countries, it is 
dreadful mistake to relate clashes, conflicts and wars happening around the world to 
civilisations. Civilisations are completely innocent from this accusation. The past and 
present situations indicate that it is clash of heads and not clash of bodies.  
 
Establishing and operating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality can assist in persuading, guiding and supporting heads of countries to stop calling 
for, and creating clashes, conflicts and wars. Instead, the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality is to be multidimensional organisation to advance calling for 
international democracy, justice, human rights, peace, security, tolerance, prosperity and 
welfare. 
 
14.6 Global Threats 
 
‘Systematic’ understanding of quality is new initiative emanates from the readiness of the 
world. It is expected that establishing and operating the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality might face threats due to lack of familiarity of, and probably 
misunderstanding its character. If this is hypothesised case, certain threats are expected 
to confront the process of establishing and operating the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality, particularly by some HEIs or/and some countries due to 
misunderstanding the character of the proposed organisation. To advance preparing how 
to tackle this future issue, the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
is to be multidimensional organisation at leading stage and at international acceptance to 
systematise process of providing highly international quality higher education available 
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for all on the basis of merit without discrimination. To advance confronting these threats 
and attaining this international systematisation, this research and its realisation come with 
vision to produce soft creation for establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality within the structure of the UN for governing and operating 
systematisation of quality, and to provide the international accreditation, trust and 
reputation to HEIs across the globe. 
 
14.7 Summary of Chapter Fourteen 
 
The chapter presented the impact of my Doctorate by discussing the future of 
































This is the final chapter of the thesis. It reports back on the thesis development. Most 
important in this chapter is the articulation of the research contribution to knowledge 
before moving to enlighten the research limitations. The chapter ends with envisioning 




Context of the research project is dominated by overriding factors of the potential for 
‘systematic’ understanding of quality. Reflections of this research are multidimensional. 
These reflections are approached from multidisciplinary and trans-disciplinary stances 
around the potential for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality.  
 
Quality in the world is undergoing different waves of development. The research 
investigation shows that the past few decades have witnessed unprecedented development 
in quality across the globe. The role of governments has decreased while that of market 
has become important with its proposition of increasing choice and diversifying options 
for improving social commitment through strengthened accountability (see section 5.6 of 
chapter five and section 6.3 of chapter six and section 7.3 of chapter seven and see chapter 
ten). In this context of changing roles, demand for creating ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality has continued to grow rapidly culminating in the three UNESCO forums of 2002, 
2004 and 2007. These and other world operations let me to create systematisation of 
quality.  
 
Rising demand for governing and systematising the ‘systematic’ understanding of quality 
in the world is direct result of the unprecedented growth in the number of HEIs, national 
agencies and regional networks of quality. This characterises the potential for 
international systematisation of accountability and recognition for protecting 
stakeholders from fraudulent institutions. Meanwhile, types of HEIs have diversified to 
such extent that it is increasingly difficult to make distinction between public and private 
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institutions. This is because some public institutions in certain country may have private 
operations in another country. This context became more complex as it is accompanied 
with wide range of both non-profit and for-profit new providers. 
 
As analysed in the research first phase (chapters 2 - 12), the developments of the past few 
decades created concern of breadth and depth global scale on how ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality in the world can be created. This reveals the importance of policy 
reforms in quality by seeking how to create systematisation for enhancing quality. 
‘Systematic’ understanding of quality operated via the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality, therefore, is the research soft creation for ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality in the world ensuring that HEIs fulfil set of international 
standards. ‘Systematic’ understanding of quality is linked not only to maintaining quality 
but also to systematisation of quality enhancement, if it is properly operated and 
systematised. This means that for higher education to fulfil its mission of international 
development, it has to be global public good with strong global commitment based on 
systematisation.  
 
Building on the research first phase of systems analysis, operations of ‘systematic’ 
understanding’ of quality across national, regional and world boundaries require revision 
towards international systematisation. The research first phase suggests that ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality and particularly its operations are ready towards the world 
systematisation. I argue that creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality can create new 
era of international development in the field. That is why I used systems analysis and 
design methodology in conducting this research. Although national, regional and 
international operations of quality are not systematised, I used systems analysis and 
design methodology to familiarise policy makers and operators of quality worldwide with 
the importance of systematisation, and that ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is ready 
to be an overall system combining a set of sub-systems and not only an assessing 
mechanism.  
 
The thesis, therefore, undertakes systems design to generate intellectual contributions to 
knowledge in the field.  The research draws on the theoretical application of systems 
design set out in chapter two to model the establishment of the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality.  However, the character and structure of the 
research reached conclusion that none of systems enhancement set out in section 4.8 of 
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chapter four of chapter two is suitable. This is because all these types of systems 
enhancement require pre-existing system for their enhancement. This is not the case with 
this research. This is because the research second phase uses the creative systematisation 
for the first time in the field to create systematisation of quality. Thus, by investigating 
the potential for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality and exploring the case for 
international systematisation through international system for ‘systematic’ understanding 
of quality, contribution is made possible to the conduct of practical problem in the world 
and to the application of systems analysis and design procedures in the field.  
 
 
The research investigates the potential for creating and operating systematisation of 
quality via establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality 
within the structure of the UN for governing and systematising the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality in the world, and for providing the international accreditation to 
HEIs across the globe. The research created rigorous analysis directed to generating 
original and significant interpretation of the case for global systematisation governing 
systematisation of quality. This creates new era of international development 
characterised with global systematisation in the field. In addition to its main concern of 
providing the international accreditation to HEIs across the globe, the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is to be multidimensional organisation to 
guide and support HEIs, national agencies and regional networks of quality and nations 
governments across the globe for addressing contemporary and future educational, 
cultural, socio-economic, political and environmental issues.  
 
The research theorises the potential of creating into existence new international system 
(the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality) for systematising 
systematisation of quality in the world and for providing the international accreditation 
to HEIs across the globe. This new creation is to exist and work side by side with national 
agencies and regional networks of quality. An example explaining this is that certain 
higher education institution can obtain national accreditation from its national agency for 
quality. But if certain higher education institution desires to obtain the international 
accreditation, it is through the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality. However, I stress that the thesis produced soft creation and that the hard creation 
of constructing and establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 




In more practical terms, creating the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality does not require stopping the operation of national and regional quality. Rather, 
it provides creation transforming from the current state of quality to move to the potential 
state of systematisation of quality operated via the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality. However, the new creation requires financial outlay, 
resources and abilities as well as creation of new knowledge on how to operate with the 
new state. Operations of the current state would continue to work in aligning 
systematisation with the potential state of international system.  This allows for the 
conduct of comparisons between the current and new states indicating similarities, 
differences, weaknesses, strengths, opportunities and challenges. Additional 
considerations include: identifying the time when transformation from national and 
regional quality to systematisation of quality is to take place; identifying requirements for 
this international transformation; comparing the expected outcomes of the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality with these of national and regional quality; 
proceeding with the corrective actions; and governing this world systematisation.  
 
Creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality addresses what appears to be is missing to 
complete the entire building of systematisation of quality worldwide towards 
systematisation. I suggest that establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality could be expected to have key outputs on, or influences over 
the three main spheres of economics, politics and society worldwide. The proposed new 
international system is designed to provide international accreditation, trust and 
reputation to the qualifications of HEIs across the globe. This creation puts the final stone 
in the worldwide building of quality. The United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality creates systematisation of quality in the world and adds the 
international level for encouraging HEIs to address global issues and requirements. The 
new systematisation of quality is to be dynamic creating short and long chains of 
cooperation and communication although the hierarchy in the operations of the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is still existed via passing by 
requirements of contact across the levels of systematisation of quality (individual, 
programme, department/faculty, institutional, national, regional and the new world of 




15.3 Contribution to Knowledge 
 
When conducting research, a given research design must be chosen with the ultimate aim 
in mind to solve a problem or issue. There are various contributions to knowledge 
associated with this research. The claim of contribution to knowledge in this research is 
intellectual, methodological and substantial.  
 
There are key studies which have tried to enhance the field of quality. However, this study 
goes beyond these previous studies through its vision, methodology, implications and 
impact. It creates new world level of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality and also it 
contributes with a soft creation which articulates a theorisation for establishing the United 
Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for systematising the ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality in the world and for providing the international accreditation to 
HEIs across the globe. None of the sources reviewed have yet reached this attainment or 
even addressed this idea. So the research intellectual contribution is the first of its kind 
attempting to create this creation. Both of the way systematising and articulating 
knowledge and the knowledge itself are entirely new in the field.  
 
15.3.1 Intellectual Contributions 
 
Creating ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is new approach for which the need has 
been confirmed. Bringing this international level into existence can overcome negative 
effects resulting from its absence particularly on low ranking countries. The research met 
a gap in knowledge by asserting the potential for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality, 
and through articulating a theorisation for establishing the United Nations Organisation 
for Systematisation of Quality within the UN organisation for performing the 
international accreditation to HEIs across the globe. By doing this, the research produced 
international transformation and created new era of international development in the field.  
 
Part of the research intellectual contributions is that I have proposed programme for 
providing qualifications and degrees (Postgraduate Certificate, MSc, PhD and MPhil/PhD 
in quality assurance and accreditation in education) in the Graduate School of Education, 
University of Exeter. I have submitted this proposal on the 15th of August 2011 to the 
Graduate School of Education, University of Exeter. This programme is applicable and 
of global uniqueness as it is the first of its kind across the globe. It is not found in any 
university in any country in the world. The proposal included strong evidence of large 
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and sustainable student market. This programme is expected to be prestigiously attractive 
and suitable for postgraduate students, professionals, teachers, administrative staff and 
managers of internal quality within education institutions, staff and managers of agencies 
of quality across the globe, and individuals who wish to perform roles in the contexts of 
quality.  
 
The research intellectual contributions continue. The thesis has shown that ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality is a very large international enterprise, but significantly under 
theorising and lacking overarching philosophy. Key intellectual contribution of the thesis 
has been to open up that possibility through the use of systems analysis and design 
methodology. The research articulated philosophy for systematisation of quality in 
section 13.4.1 of chapter thirteen and proposed the potential to establish science of 
systematisation and science of quality and science of systematisation of quality in section 
14.2 of chapter fourteen through creating qualifications and degrees specialised in 
systematisation and quality and systematisation of quality. The research clarified the 
potential for internationally accepted terminology of quality and global accepted 
standards. The glossary in the thesis exemplifies this terminology and the theorisation of 
establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality in section 5.2 
of chapter five indicates the potential for these standards.  
 
15.3.2 Substantial Contributions 
 
Regarding the research substantial contributions, the way this research has been 
undertaken and its structure is new in the field. The structure of the research and the way 
of analysing data is new. The research analysed current operations in the development of 
quality from seven levels of analysis, which is entirely new in the field. It is the first time 
for a research to investigate systematisation of quality worldwide and in depth and detail. 
The research has done this across its two phases of investigation. Phase one of the 
research (chapters 2 - 12) analysed deeply and in details quality worldwide. This phase 
started from the whole in chapter two and then moved to the part in chapters six and seven 
before returning back to the whole in the rest of the phase. 
 
Chapter five started from the whole by examining features, issues and operations of 
quality. It investigated features of quality covering mainly notion, functions, mechanisms, 
types and legitimacy of quality. The chapter introduced terminology that suites the 
310 
 
research methodology of analysis and its breadth and depth global scale. The chapter 
investigated key issues characterising the development of quality. Although the chapter 
addressed quality, it introduced three new issues. These three issues are power, 
politicisation and systematisation of quality. The research in this chapter highlighted the 
contested nature of these issues, and concluded that these issues are often inter-related. 
Most important is that the character and structure of this chapter addressed the question 
of what is the compulsory element (power) that motivates national governments, agencies 
of quality, HEIs and individuals to undertake quality. In addition, it creates new area of 
research of how and why quality should undertake political responsibilities? As the 
chapter is still examining the whole, operations of quality covering agencies of quality 
and their procedures for assuring and accrediting the quality of HEIs have been examined. 
The chapter investigated further by moving to address how quality of HEIs, programmes 
and courses is assured and accredited. For systematisation, the chapter figured 
systematisation of quality in explicit shape to make it systematised.  
 
Chapter four moved to the part through investigating current operations in the 
development of quality in the UK and Egypt, with a view that the potential of the two 
contexts for ‘systematic’ understanding of quality is examined through the international 
level. With each case, the analysis and discussion started from the whole before moving 
to the part and, then, returning back to the whole. The analysis and discussion of each 
case started from the whole with an overview for introducing each case followed by 
explicit analysis on operations of development in quality of the UK and Egypt. The 
chapter then moves to the part through number of themes starting from the smallest level 
of analysis in the world (individual level) and ending with the biggest level of analysis in 
the world (the world level). The seven themes of analysis represented in: individual level; 
programme level; department/faculty level; institutional level; national level; regional 
level; and the world level are discussed in this chapter. The discussion of the seventh 
theme (the world level) is placed in the research case studies as the empirical rationale 
for deciding the potential, and therefore articulating theorisation, for establishing the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for governing systematisation 
of quality and for providing the international accreditation for HEIs across the globe. The 
systematisation of the two contexts has been shaped in two explicit figures.  The 
discussion, then, returns back to the whole through addressing key issues characterising 
each case. Most important is the comparative findings which presented comparably and 
systematically the main features, issues and operations of quality in the UK and Egypt. I 
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offered corrective actions to address the weaknesses in the two cases. I presented the 
importance of systematisation in the operations of quality in the UK and Egypt.  
 
Chapter five is a return back to the whole, where it is culmination of the thesis 
development. The chapter addressed regional operations in quality starting with overview 
followed by the regional initiatives and networks currently existing in different regions 
around the world. The chapter moved to address international operations, agreements, 
networks, organisations, initiatives, calls and polls currently existing in the world. The 
chapter, then, examined the character and structure of the UN organisation.  
 
Most important is chapter six which investigated the potential state of ‘systematic’ 
understanding of quality. Because the research first phase of systems analysis suggests 
moving to the research second phase of systems design, chapter six is a theorisation for 
establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality for 
coordinating and systematising systematisation of quality. This chapter constitutes the 
potential state of systematisation of quality. It is the design implications of the research.  
 
15.3.3 Methodological Contributions  
 
This is the first study to implement systems analysis and design methodology in the field 
of systematisation of quality. I have theorised the theoretical application of systems 
analysis and design methodology for the first time in this research because it is not in the 
existing literature. The new methodological applications of this research have made 
systematisation of quality more systematic. The research revealed what happened when 
we apply systems analysis and design methodology from hard and natural sciences and 
apply it to social sciences. In this case, new elaboration of new application of systems 
analysis and design methodology is made possible, where the research used the creative 
systematisation for the first time in the field. These new philosophy and methodology 
have added new to the philosophical and methodological stances. The creative 
systematisation is the creation from none. The research new application coordinates and 
systematises the creation from none. The thesis claims that, in relation to existing 
methodology  (systems analysis and design methodology) this procedure is 
methodological innovation and is labelled here as ‘the creative systematisation’. The 
ontological stance of this application is creationism. The epistemological stance is the 
potential. Specifically, in applying systems analysis and design, if there is potential to 
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establish previously missing system (in this case the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality), the creative systematisation is the ‘operation’ to be used. 
This assisted to undertake the task of theorising and articulating application of this 
theorisation for establishing the United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of 
Quality as new institutional body within the United Nations.  
 
The research generated three types of representativeness and generalizability which is 
new in the field. The first type is representational, where the first, second and third levels 
of analysis on the current operations in the development of internal quality in the Graduate 
School of Education in the University of Exeter in the UK, and in Faculty of Education, 
Mansoura University in Egypt can be applied on other faculties and schools in the two 
universities. The second type is referential, where the fourth level of analysis on the 
current operations in the development of quality in the University of Exeter in the UK 
and Mansoura University in Egypt can be applied on the other universities in the two 
countries. The third type is theoretical, where the fifth level of analysis on the current 
operations in the development of quality in the UK and Egypt can be applied on the other 
countries. This contributed that while representativeness and generalizability in 
engineering, computer and IT are theoretical, the research case studies revealed that there 
are three levels of representativeness and generalizability (representational, referential 
and theoretical) due to the social factor in the research contexts. Although the research 
fieldwork used the non-probability sampling, the research is in strong position to make 
generalisations. The breaths and depth of the research seven analysis typologies create 
this position (see section 3.2.10 of chapter three). According to the research analysis 
typology, I argue that the proposals and implications of this study can be implemented in 
the seven levels of analysis across national, regional and international boundaries. This is 
due to the similarities between the seven levels of analysis in the UK with the similar 
levels in high ranking countries, and the similarities between the seven levels of analysis 
in Egypt with similar levels in low ranking countries, following similar legislative 
framework respectively on quality.  
 
The research methodology imported from technical systems is new to be operated in the 
field. This importation has been theorised for the first time in this research because it is 
not in the existing literature. The new application created ‘systematic’ understanding of 
quality. Using systems analysis and design methodology revealed that sociotechnical 
systems of quality exist from level two (programme level) passing by level three 
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(department/faculty level), level four (institutional level), level five (national level) to 
level six (regional level). This application expresses the absence of international 
sociotechnical system comprises the international ‘systematic’ understanding of quality 
worldwide. This research addresses this gap via its soft creation of articulating 
theorisation for establishing international sociotechnical system (the United Nations 
Organisation for Systematisation of Quality) within the United Nations for governing and 
systematising systematisation of quality in the world. 
 
These contributions to knowledge make the thesis unique and original. I have executed 
this particular type of research with careful consideration to the research authenticity. The 
originality of data is accurate and coherent. The way data has been structured and 
analysed is entirely original. The systematisation of data in this research does not exist in 
the literature. The idea of the research and the research soft creation represented in 
articulating theorisation for establishing the United Nations Organisation for 
Systematisation of Quality for operating systematisation of quality within the United 
Nations are completely original. I gave further attention to the research credibility, where 
all data and information occurred in this research is accurate. Also the research 
representativeness is unique and of wider impact upon the research context, similar 
contexts and the notion of ‘systematic’ understanding of quality across the globe. The 
type and kind of data enable the research to have representational generalisation, 
referential generalisation and theoretical generalisation. Furthermore the meaning of the 
writings in this research is clear and does not bear more than one meaning. This is because 
of the clarity of the research intention. 
 
Finally the impact of the research had positive reflections upon me. It directed me to 
envision new ways of systematising the structure and content in building this research. I 
think that I have done something unique and original. After conducting this research, 
systematisation of quality worldwide entered new era of international development. This 
can lead to create new ideas, visions, methodologies and systems. The global picture of 
systematisation of quality has now been completed and can be seen, evaluated and 
developed. This research put the final stone in the worldwide building of systematisation 
of quality by creating international level and articulating theorisation for establishing the 
United Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality. However, I stress that the 
research creation is soft as the research envisioned, assessed and theorised, and that the 
hard creation represented in the actual construction and establishment of the United 
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Nations Organisation for Systematisation of Quality is the responsibility of the United 
Nations. 
 
15.4 Research Limitations 
 
Although the research used different types of data collection, it would be more 
appropriate if the research conducted interviews with experts from across the globe and 
other interviews with experts from the UN and UNESCO. Such experts could generate 
more data that could increase the validity and reliability of the representativeness and 
generalisability on the potential for creating systematisation of quality. These have been 
taken into my consideration. I tried to meet them through travelling to Buenos Aires, 
Argentina to interview experts from across the globe during the General Assembly of 
INQAAHE in May 2008; and to the United Nations in New York, USA to interview 
experts from the United Nations but the financial and bureaucratic restrictions were the 
obstacle. In addition to this, not all required documents in the research case studies are 
allowed to be reviewed. There were documents that required permission and it was not 
possible to get this permission. For these occasions, research interviews were to meet 
these limitations.   
 
15.5 Opportunities for Future Research 
 
Undertaking this research revealed potential and created new opportunities for conducting 
future research. Conducting future studies might include: (1) international quality 
assurance and accreditation in higher education addressing local and global needs; (2) the 
role of international quality assurance and accreditation in higher education in social, 
economic and political development; (3) the role of international quality assurance and 
accreditation in higher education in succeeding the United Nations Organisation; (4) the 
future development of international quality assurance and accreditation in higher 
education; (5) the theory and practice of applying systems analysis and design 
methodology in social sciences; and (6) the implications of international quality assurance 
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 Schedule of the Interviews 
 
1. Teaching and Learning 
1.1 What are your duties and responsibilities relevant to assuring the quality of teaching 
and learning? 
1.2 In a detailed description, how do the processes of assuring and accrediting the quality 
of teaching and learning operate? 
1.3 How is the quality of teaching and learning within courses, curricula, basic units of 
QAAHE, centres of QAAHE, programmes, departments, institutions and the broader 
national sector of QAAHE structured? 
1.4 What are the central themes in the work of assuring the quality of teaching and 
learning within courses, curricula, basic units of QAAHE, centres of QAAHE 
programmes, departments, institutions and the broader national sector of QAAHE and 
what does this mean to you? 
1.5 Do you believe that the current operations in the development of quality of teaching 
and learning within courses, curricula, basic units of QAAHE, centres of QAAHE, 
programmes, departments, institutions and the broader national sector of QAAHE 
operate in a way that serves global priorities and needs?  
1.6 Based on the proof of the adequacy, the nature of the evidence and the characteristics 
of the methodology, do you see that the current processes of assuring and accrediting 
the quality of teaching and learning are, or are not, adequate for internationalisation? 
Are these processes in need for IQAAHE? 
1.7 What is your impression of how teaching and learning within individual courses, 
curricula, programmes, departments, institutions and the broader national sector of 
QAAHE can implement QAAHE in an international context /way? 
1.8 What is your impression of the need for internationalising the quality of teaching and 
learning within courses, curricula, basic units of QAAHE, centres of QAAHE, 
programmes, departments, institutions and the broader national sector of QAAHE? 
What are the strengths of the case to be made for encompassing global need in quality 
assurance? 
1.9 Do you believe that internationalising the quality of teaching and learning within 
courses, curricula, basic units of QAAHE, centres of QAAHE, programmes, 
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departments, institutions and the broader national sector of QAAHE requires further 
changes so as to meet local and global needs? If so, what are these changes and how 
can these changes are achieved? 
1.10 How can the concept of sustainable quality be integrated in all disciplines of 
higher education?  
1.11 Do you think that IQAAHE can create international trust, reputation and 
acknowledgement of higher education’s graduates, programmes, courses and 
qualifications?  
1.12 Do you think that there is a connection between the work of programmes / 
departments / the institutions and the national agency for QAAHE, on the one hand, 
and for QAAHE and international issues, priorities, needs and orders, on the other?  
1.13 What kinds of evaluation practices are used in the basic units of QAAHE, centres 
of QAAHE, programmes, departments, institutions and the national agency for 
QAAHE in order to address international needs, priorities and orders?  
1.14 What does internationalisation and globalisation mean to QAAHE?  
1.15 Do you believe that implementing IQAAHE could create high quality 
international universities of national relevance and global significance?  
1.16 In a time of environmental and economic crisis, how can IQAAHE assist 
universities and higher education institutions to adopt instrumental strategies to 
advancing social and economic development?  
1.17 This research investigates the need for creating and operating IQAAHE via 
establishing a UNOIQAAHE as a multidimensional international organisation within 
the systematic structure of the United Nations System for governing and operating 
IQAAHE. This is to create a new era of international development directed to 
transforming QAAHE from the national and/or regional level to the international 
level. The suggested IQAAHE is to operate in addition to national and/or regional 
QAAHE and not an alternative of them for creating balance between meeting local 
and global needs. What is your comment on the need for creating this new era of 
international development?  
1.18 Are there any other issues which are relevant to what we have been speaking about 
that we did not cover that you would like to include? 
 
2 Research 
2.1 What are your duties and responsibilities relevant to assuring the quality of research? 
2.2 How is the assurance of quality of research structured? 
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2.3 What are the central themes in the work of assuring the quality of research and what 
does this mean to you? 
2.4 In a detailed description, how do the processes of assuring and accrediting the quality 
of research operate? 
2.5 Do you believe that the current operations in the development of quality of research 
operate in a way that serves global priorities and needs?  
2.6 Based on the proof of the adequacy, the nature of the evidence and the characteristics 
of the methodology, do you see that the current processes of assuring and accrediting 
the quality of research are, or are not, adequate for internationalisation? Are these 
processes in need for IQAAHE?  
2.7 What is your impression of how research can implement quality assurance and 
accreditation in an international context /way?  
2.8 What is your impression of the need for internationalising processes of assurance in 
the quality of research? What are the strengths of the case to be made for 
encompassing global need in quality assurance?  
2.9 Do you believe that internationalising the quality of research requires further changes 
so as to meet both local and global needs? If so, what are these changes and how can 
these changes are achieved?  
2.10 Do you believe that current operations in the development of national QAAHE 
are or are not, adequate for internationalisation?  
2.11 How can universities produce research with national, regional and international 
relevance?  
2.12 What is your evaluation to current international operations in the development of 
QAAHE?  
2.13 This research investigates the need for creating and operating IQAAHE via 
establishing a UNOIQAAHE as a multidimensional international organisation within 
the systematic structure of the United Nations System for governing and operating 
IQAAHE. This is to create a new era of international development directed to 
transforming QAAHE from the national and/or regional level to the international 
level. The suggested IQAAHE is to operate in addition to national and/or regional 
QAAHE and not an alternative of them for creating balance between meeting local 
and global needs. What is your comment on the need for creating this new era of 
international development?  
2.14 Are there any other issues which are relevant to what we have been speaking about 




3  Community Outreach and Knowledge Transfer 
3.1 What are your duties and responsibilities relevant to assuring the quality of 
community outreach and knowledge transfer?  
3.2 How is the quality assurance of community outreach and knowledge transfer 
structured? 
3.3 What are the central themes in the work of assuring the quality of community outreach 
and knowledge transfer? And what does this mean to you?  
3.4 In a detailed description, how do the processes of assuring and accrediting the quality 
of community outreach and knowledge transfer operate?  
3.5 Do you believe that the current operations in the development of quality of community 
outreach and knowledge transfer operate in a way that serves global priorities and 
needs?  
3.6 Based on the proof of the adequacy, the nature of the evidence and the characteristics 
of the methodology, do you see that the current processes of assuring and accrediting 
the quality of community outreach and knowledge transfer are, or are not, adequate 
for internationalisation? Are these processes in need for IQAAHE?  
3.7 What is your impression of how processes of assuring and accrediting the quality of 
community outreach and knowledge transfer can implemented in an international 
context / way?  
3.8 What is your impression of the need for internationalising processes of assurance of 
quality in community outreach and knowledge transfer? What are the strengths of the 
case to be made for encompassing global need in quality assurance?  
3.9 Do you believe that internationalising the quality of community outreach and 
knowledge transfer requires further changes in order to meet local and global needs? 
If so, what are these changes and how can these changes are made effectively?  
3.10 Do you believe that IQAAHE can perform an important role in developing trust 
and community participation in knowledge, science and technology aimed at national 
future development creation operation in Egypt?  
3.11 How can Egyptian Government position higher education institutions in the centre 
of the community and make it an engine of national economic growth, quality of life, 
social cohesion, progress and prosperity?  
3.12 How does internationalising the quality of teaching and learning, research and 
community outreach and knowledge transfer help higher education institutions 
become more relevant to the global society? 
371 
 
3.13 What is the reasonable extent of IQAAHE in performing global social 
responsibilities?  
3.14 This research investigates the need for creating and operating IQAAHE via 
establishing a UNOIQAAHE as a multidimensional international organisation within 
the systematic structure of the United Nations System for governing and operating 
IQAAHE. This is to create a new era of international development directed to 
transforming QAAHE from the national and/or regional level to the international 
level. The suggested IQAAHE is to operate in addition to national and/or regional 
QAAHE and not an alternative of them for creating balance between meeting local 
and global needs. What is your comment on the need for creating this new era of 
international development?  
3.15 Are there any other issues which are relevant to what we have been speaking about 
that we did not cover that you would like to include? 
  
4 Conclusion 
4.1 Generally, do you see that there is a need for creating and operating IQAAHE via 
establishing a UNOIQAAHE as a multidimensional international organisation within 
the systematic structure of the United Nations System for governing and operating 
IQAAHE in order to meet local and global needs? 
4.2 If I am in need to clarify my future points arising in on interview, I would like to do 














 Schedule of the Open Survey Questionnaire 
 
1. How the term ‘state of development’ is interpreted in Quality Assurance and 
Accreditation in Higher Education (QAAHE) in Egypt?  
2. How the state of development of QAAHE in Egypt is measured in order to assess 
different levels of development? 
3. What are the reasons for the differences between current operations in the 
development of QAAHE in the Egypt? 
4. How the state of development of Egyptian QAAHE relates to and assists the 
country’s national development creation operation in general? 
5. What are the nature and characteristics of QAAHE in Egypt 
6. How the term ‘state of development’ of QAAHE is interpreted in the Egyptian 
context? 
7. How the state of development of QAAHE is measured in different contexts in 
order to assess different levels of development? 
8. What are the reasons for the differences between the different levels of 
development of QAAHE in Egypt? 
9. How the state of development of structures of QAAHE relates to and assists in the 
Egyptian national development creation operation in general and in the 
development of higher education in particular?   
10. What is the nature of the evidence that current operations of QAAHE are, or are 
not, adequate for internationalisation?  
11. How the nature and characteristics of the United Nations System (UN) and the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) can 
assist in creating and operating International Quality Assurance and Accreditation 
in Higher Education (IQAAHE) with indicating the strengths of arguments that 
they should do so? 
12. What is the need for creating and operating IQAAHE?  
13. What is the Theorisation of the process of establishing a United Nations 
Organisation for International Quality Assurance and Accreditation in Higher 
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Education (UNOIQAAHE) within the systematic structure of the UN system for 
governing and operating IQAAHE? 
14. What is the future of the IQAAHE? 
15. Generally, do you see that there is a need for creating and operating IQAAHE via 
establishing a UNOIQAAHE as a multidimensional international organisation 
within the systematic structure of the United Nations System for governing and 
operating IQAAHE in order to meet local and global needs? 
16. If I am in need to clarify my future points arising in on interview, I would like to 






































 Websites of National Agencies and Regional Networks of Quality 
 






















Websites for regional networks of Quality 
34 http://www.washingtonaccord.org/ 
35 http://www.washingtonaccord.org/sydney/ 
36 http://www.washingtonaccord.org/Dublin/ 
37 http://www.washingtonaccord.org/EMF/ 
38 http://www.washingtonaccord.org/APEC/ 
39 http://www.washingtonaccord.org/ETMF/ 
40 http://www.washingtonaccord.org/GradProfiles.cfm 
41 http://www.aaac.ca/ 
42 http://www.enqa.eu/ 
43 http://www.apqn.org/ 
44 http://www.uka.amu.edu.pl/subnetwork.html 
45 http://www.aau.org/qa/register.htm 
46 http://english.anqahe.org/cms.php?id=1 
 
